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Il^^CEEDI-NGS 

DR. GRAY: Gentlemen, we will start. I am sure 
this is unnecessary, but I would like to remind the witness 
that he is still testifying under oath in the proceeding. 

MR. GARRISON: Mr. Chairman, after a superficial 
examination of the record, which was not really quite completed, 
we reached the conclusion last right, rather late last night, 
that the questions we had thought had not perhaps been 
sufficiently covered, and that might need amplification or some 
further explanation had been covered at one point or another 
in the record, and wishing to avoid any unnecessary duplication 
or repetition of what has gone past, we decided not to have 
any formal redirect examination, but to ask Dr. Oppenheimer 
to sit where he is sitting this morning and to respond to 
all questions which you might wish to put to him upon any 
of the subjects of the inquiry. 

Of course, he will be available for your questioning 
at any other time, also. 

MR. GRAY: The Board accepts your decision as to 
procedure, of course, in this matter. Do I understand that you 
have no quest ions to ask? 

MR. GARRISON: That is right, but we would welcome 
questions from the Board at this time or any time. 

MR. GRAY: I see. Mr. Robb, do you have any 


questions? 
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MR. ROBB: I have nothing further to ask Dr. 
Oppenheimer. 

MR. GRAY: Dr. Evans? 

DR. EVANS: Ho. 

MR. GRAY: Mr. Morgan? 

MR. MORGAN: No. 


MR. GRAY: I don't believe the Board has any questions 
at this time, Mr. Garrison. I wonder if we are ready to 
proceed with other witnesses? 

MR. GARRISON: I think after a very short recess, 
we shall be able, sir. I am sorry to waste any time of the 
Board, but I think you will understand. 

MR. GRAY: Absolutely, yes. 

MR. GARRISON: Professor Whitman will be shortly 
here, 1 believe, and I thik Dr. Bradbury will also be shortly 
here. We will see what else we can do so as not to needlessly 
waste time. 


MR. GRAY: Let us consider ourselves in recess 
until irour next witnesses appear. 

(Brief recess.) 

MR. GRAY: I think we may as well proceed at the 
moment r even in Mr. Morgan's absence, because I am sure he 
will return by the time we get to any substantive testimony. 

Do you wish to testify under oath, Dr. Bradbury? 


DR. BRADBURY: Yes. 
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MR. GRAY: What is 3 ?our full name? 

DR. BRADBURY: Norris Edwin Bradbury. 

MR. GRAY: Would you stand and raise your right hand. 
NORRIS EDWIN BRADBURY, do you swear that the testimony 
you are to give the Board shall be the truth, the whole truth 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

DR. BRADBURY: I do. 

Whereupon, 


NORRIS EEWIN BRADBURY 


%vas cal?.ed as a witness, and having been first duly sworn, was 
examined and testified as follows: 

MR. GRAY: Would you be seated. 

I shall briefly call your attention to the existence 
of the perjury statutes. May we assume that you are familiar 
that there are such statutes with penalties? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

HR. GRAY: I should like to request that in the 
course off your testimony if it becomes necessary for you to 
disclose or advert to restricted data, you let me know 
in advance so we may take necessary and appropriate steps. 

(Mr. Morgan entered the room.) 

MR. GRAY: Finally, I should say to you that we 
consider these proceedings as a confidential matter between 
the Atomic Energy Commission and its officials and Dr. 
Oppenfieimer, his representatives and witnesses. The Commission 
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will Initiate no releases about these proceedings. In each 
instance on behalf of the Board I express the hope that 
witnesses will take the same view. 

THE WITNESS: St is understood. 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SILVERMAN: 

Q Dr. Bradbury, what is your present position? 

A I an Director of the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, 
Los Alamos, New Mexico. 

Do you also hold any academic position? 

A I am professor of physics at the University of 
California. 

Q How long have you been Director of the Los Alamos 
Scientific Laboratory? 

A Since October 1945. 

Q Dr. Bradbury, you have read the Commission's letter 
of December 23, 1953, which suspended Dr. Oppenheimer's 
clearance. 

A Yes. 

Q Have you read his answer, too? 

A Yes, at least as I have seen it in the press. 

Q I want to draw your a ttention to that portion of the 
letter or direct your attention to the matter relating to 
development of a thermonuclear device, the hydrogen bomb as it 


has been called. 
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First, would you tell us, or would you describe for 
us soxrething of the nature of the thermonuclear research that 
went cn at Los Alamos. I don’t mean for you to tell us what 
was done, but whether it war, a natter that proceeded by jumps, 
whether there were long periods when there was no thermonuclear 
research, or whether it was continuous, and so on. 

A The possibility of using cheap fuels to make 
effective military explosion — 

Q Excuse me. Could we have dates on this where 
possible so it would be clearer to the Board? 

A I will try to put dates in this. 

Q Yes, sir, so the Board will follow you. 

Ml. GRAY: Since you are interrupted, I am sorry, 
the security officer is always properly quite nervous. 

THE WITNESS: I will be equally careful about this. 

In fact, I suspect I am as conscious of these things as anyone. 

MR. GRAY: I am sure you are. 

MR. ROLANDER: I did not mean to suggest that. 

THE WITNESS: The possibility of using cheap fuels 
of viich the so-called hydrogen bomb is an example was of interest 
at Los Alamos from its inc8ption. there was active research, 
investigation and exploration in this field during the war years: 

This interest continued after the war in a very 
active way; not only was basic fundamental nuclear fission 
dsme, in the relevant nuclear field, but experimental groups 
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having to do with techniques that might be applicable were 
carried on and carried on aetirely. There were a number of 

conferences held during the years immediately following the 
war. There was actually a system, essentially thermonuclear in 
nature, devised shortly after the war in 1946-47 for which 
techniques were then not possible or appropriate to bring to 
fruition. 

A number of people in our theoretical division kept 
an active interest in this field. The basic difficulty which 
confronted everybody at thattime was the calculation difficulty, 
and .Indeed, no calculating machines existed that would permit 
some of the particular problems to be explored. 

This interest in the field was continuous and lasted 
up to the present time. There were no gaps in it. I will 
say that following the Russian explosion in 1949, the laboratory 
on its own initiative, of course, actively explored all its 
areas; of development, areas cf research, to see if there were 
any ;hat should be given still further attention or more 
active attention in an attempt to reestablish the lead which 
we thought we had enjoyed in the years following the close of 
the war. 

Certainly the thermonuclear field in general at that 
time offered the only outstanding promise, of reestablishing 
the technical lead if indeed it were a possible field to bi’ing 
to fruition. 

At that time there were, let us say, grave 
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technical concerns, not only with the actual nature of the 
systems which had been thought of, that is to say, whether or 
not they would indeed work in an effective fashion , but 
whether they would be useful in terms of vehicles that might 
toe expected to employ such devices. 

As is the case with any technical development, further 
knowledge sometimes brought increased pessimism or sometimes 
it brought optimism. The thermonuclear field went 
through cycles of this sort. 

The one thing that was clear at all times was that 
unless there was active thought in this field, active 
exploration of it, that potentially useful ways to make such 
a device would not be found. 

Is that enough to answer your question? 

Q I think it does, Dr. Bradbury. 

I think it, does. Would you say that there was 
active thought and active exploration of this field continuously 
at Los Alamos both before and after the fall of 1949? 

A Yes. 

Q Was the fall of 1949 some sort of a crossroads in that? 

A The fall of 1949 was really a crossroads in the 

atomic energy business. As I said i n my earlier remarks, at 
that time it became clear that a step had been accomplished 
by Russia, , Naturally we explored our own activities to make 
sure that our own technical progress was devoted as well as 
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we could see it to maintaining the lead which we had thought 
we had. 

c What would you say as to the cooperation or lack of 
cooperation that was evidenced by specifically Dr. Oppenheimer 
and generally by the General Advisory Committee with respect 
to the thermonuclear program? 

A Both the General Advisory Committee and Dr. Oppenheimer, 
1 always found from ray personal knowledge extremely helpful 
and cooperative — I am weeking an appropriate word — actively 
cooperative with the Los Alamos Laboratory in this field. 

This was., of course, not a unique thing in the thermonuclear 
field. The GAC and Dr. Oppenheimer had always to my knowledge 
been an active friend and been active friends of the 
laboratory, and had bean helpful and had worked closely with 
vis in all our discussions relevant to Los Alamos, or many 
discussions relative to Los Alamos. They invited the staff 
of the laboratory to mset with them. I met with them myself 
on many occasions. 

Their comments were always helpful. Their advice 
was always helpful. I never knew them or Dr. Oppenheimer to 
take a stand or a position or to give advice which was other 
than ufseful and helpful to the laboratory. 

0 By the way, in general did you and the people at 
Los Alamos, perhaps, if you can speak for them, agree or 
disagree wj.th the position taken by the GAC in October 1949? 
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A I think that if we disagreed, we disagreed perhaps in 
flavor rather than in a substantive way. We felt extremely 
strongly that the thermonuclear fb Id had to be explored, had 
to continue to be explored, that indeed it had grave obstacles 
in its way at that time, but that no decisions as to the 
wisdom or morality of making or stockpiling H bombs could be 
possibly undertaken by this country unless there was a complete 
knowledge of all the facts. 

If was equally important that this country know 
what the potentialities were in this field from, let us say, 
a defensive point of view. In other words, we must know, we 
had to know, what the Russians night be able to accomplish in 
this field. 

Accordingly, the philosophy of the laboratory was 
that we did not wish to enter into the debate as to whether 
or not this course was wise or moral or politically sound. 

We regarded ours - the technical responsibility to know 
as much as it was possible to know and as rapidly as it was 
possible to know it, about what was broadly called the H bomb. 

This is not a very satisfactory terminology, but 
if it is read as relevant to the thermonuclear field, 1 think 
this will correctly describe our position. 

There was, as I have said, active interest in this 
field and had been. It seemed to us unfortunate that the 
way the issue came out in the public was that here was a 
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crossroads, and that the country or the laboratory went this 
way or that way. Frankly it would have been impossible to 
have stopped the active consideration and exploration of this 
field by any fiat. You cannot step psple from thinking. It was 
an exciting field. It apparently violated no laws of nature 
and inventive and ingenious scientists are bound to think about 
arid do the work which is relevant to this activity. 

We, of course , agreed with the publicly announced 
decision that this work should indeed go ahead and go ahead 
vigorously. Whether or not this was at variance with the 
general flavor of the GAC*s thinking at that tin$ I would 
not want to say. 

Q Do you recall a meeting at Princeton in the spring 
or summer of 1951? 

A Yes , X <31. 

Q You were present at that meeting? 

A I was present. 

Q Would you care to say something about the role played 
by Dr. Oppenheimer there, particularly in connection with 
what it. may indies.te to the Board as to his cooperation in the 
thermonuclear program. 

a The meeting of the General Advisory Committee in 
June, I believe it was, of 1951, was called following an 
Eniwetok operation. It was called following, let me say, the 
discovery at Los Alamos of sme extremely promising ideas in 
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this field, and at that time the exploitation of these ideas 
seemed to us at Los Alamos and to others of our consultants 
and associated with us in the field warrant some attention 
by the Commission to certain decisions, let me say,of production 
which were extremely important, and con Id we 11 be quite expensive 
We as the Laboratory made this proposal. We found 
the General Advisory Committee and Dr. Oppenheimer extremely 
enthusiastic both about this idea and about the general 
proposals which were needed to implement this idea, particularly 
in so far as they required Commission action. Indeed, I think 
it fair to say that the General Advisory Committee and Dr. 
Oppenheimer were willing to go farther than the laboratory in 
support of this, let us say, new approach to the problem, 
and that their recommendations to the Commission were at least 
as enthusiastic as ours, and actually went somewhat beyond, 
in terms of support, what we had originally drafted. 

I would regard this myself as very positive evidence 
of the interest and enthusiasm which the GAC was showing and 
showed in this field. 

Q You have read the portion of the Commission’s letter 
of December 23, 1953, which referred to the circulation and 
distribution of the General Advisory Committee report? 

A Yes. 

Q What- was the practice at the laboratory with respect 
to information as to the work recommendation and reports of the 





General Advisory Committee? 

A If I may go back to 1946 or 1947, I guess, when 
the General Advisory Committee was first set up, I believe 
if was widely recognized that the atomic weapons field was 
that field in which the Commission had its greatest immediate 
concern at that tin©. They were extremely anxious to support 
the Los Alamos Laboratory and to make sure its work was in the 
most fruitful directions, and had the maximum amount of 
assistance from the Commission. 

To this end they ashed the GAC to pay particular 
attentior to Los Alamos and they requested of me that I loan 
to GAC as its recording secretary Dr. John Manley, who was 
then imp associate director for research. Manley was an out¬ 
standing physicist and had long expei’ience with ma ny phases, 
in fact almost all phases, of the atomic energy program since 
its inception in the early 1940's. His selection was motivated 
both by his qualifies as an individual and by the fact that he 
was intimately aware of the activities of the laboratory and 
this intimate awareness was regarded as extremely useful to 
the GAC in their deliberations. 

In consequence of Manley’s relation both to me and 
to the GAC, it was oust canary as I have indicated earlier both 
for me and members of my staff to meet with GAC when problems 
of Los Alamos were being discussed. 


It was also customary for me at leash to see in draft 
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form those portions of the GAC minutes which were relevant to 
Los Alamos. 1 probably would hive been unable to find any 
specific piece of paper which said this is indeed the request of 
either the Commission or the GAC. However, I am quite personally 
certain that it had the knowledge and at least the tacit consent 
of all concerned. 

As I say, it was frequently the occasion when we met 
with the GAC and to see the results of our remarks cr 
deliberations in the draft form which were not surprising. 

Did you also see them in final form? 

A Probably so, became Mr. Manley's drafts v/ere generally 
as good as his final form. 

Q Now, with respect to the GAC report of the meeting 
of October 1949, do you recall whether you saw that specifically, 
and if so, whether there was anything unusual about it, 
whether it was the normal practice, or what happened? 

A I presume I did. I cannot give any precise date 
that I remember seeing this precise document. But I would 
regard It as most likely that 1 did see it. Certainly we had 
met with the GAC in discussing some of these matters 
either at that time or in the general vicinity of that time, 
and 1 was well aware of the general concern of the GAC in these 
matters. It would have been quite natural for me to have seen 
these and discuss tern with Mar.ley and for members of my 


senior staff to have seen them. 
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Q So far as you observed was there anything that Dr. 
Dppenheimer did to cause, as far as you know or ever heard, 
any unusual distribution of this GAC report? 

A Not to my knowledge. 

Q Did he play any role ia the distribution of the report? 

A Not to my knowledge. 

Q Perhaps distribution is a word of art. I understand 
it means giving people copies and so on. Did the 
circulation, the showing, the knowledge of the GAC report, 
shall we say, so far as you know, cause anybody to change his 
opinion at the Los Alamos Laboratswy about working on the thermo¬ 
nuclear program? 

A Not to my knowledge. The Laboratory scientists in 
general, and those who contributed conspicuously to this 
field are strong minded individuals and generally reach their 
own conclusions about matters of this nature. While I think 
that we regretted what seemed to be in some degree — I won't 
say opposition, but some degree of divergence from what 
might have been the flavor, let us say, of the GAC approach 
to it, I knew of ao senior person directly concerned with the 
weapons program at Los Alamos who left the laboratoiy. Indeed 
Dr. Manley did leave the laboratory some time in, I think, 
the latter part of 1950. This could be found from the record, 
of course — to accept the position of eftairraan of the department 
at the University of Washington, Chairman of the Department of 
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Physics. Manley had not be®directly connected with the 
weapon program, and the weapon development program in the 
laboratory. I think his title was associate director for 
researcb. 

Another senior individual did leave the laboratory 
in 1951, that was Dr. Edward Teller, but in view of Tellers' 
connection with this whole matter, 1 think you may guess it was 
not because of any feeling he may have had about the position 
of the GAC. 

Q He certainly didn't leave because he didn't want to 
work on thermonuclear. 

A This, l believe, is correctly said. 

Q You have seen the portion c£ the Commission’s 

letter in which the statement is made, "It was further reported 
that you, Dr. Oppenheimer, were instrumental in persuading 
other outstanding scientists not to work on the hydrogen 
project, and the opposition of the hydrogen bomb of which you 
are the most experienced, most powerful and most effective 
member lias definitely slowed down its development." 

What would you say about the statement tM the 
program was slowed down because of Dr. Oppenheimer's opinion 
or activities? 

A It is not my opinion that the program was slowed 
down, as I have said. Of course, if he himself had been in 
a position or wished to work on it directly and personally, 
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this would undoubtedly have been a great help. However, it 
is my opinion that the program went and has gone with amazing 
speed, particularly in view of the predictions made regarding 
the difficulty of this program throughout the years 1945 to 
1949. I know of no case, if you wish me to pursue these 
remarks, where Dr. Oppenheimer persuaded anyone not to work in 
this field. 

As I have remarked, scientists of tHs caliber 
generally make up their own minds about wishing to work or not 
to work in this field. A number of outstanding people whom we 
would like to have brought into this program felt that their 
best contribution to the country was to remain in university 
circles and contribute to the training of graduate students. 

With this point of view, one can hardly differ. 

Of course, Los Alamos Laboratory had a selfish approach to it. 

Q Would you say that Dr, Oppenheimer's attitude, opinions, 
activities with respect to the development of thermonuclear 
weapons in any way indicated that there were some malevolent 
or sinister motives about it? 

A Absolutely not. As I have remarked, from 1946 on, 

I have never known him to act in a way other than was a help 

to the laboratory. In one specific instance — and doubtless 

others if I could recall them -- outstanding young men, this 
an 

was in 1949, incidentally,/outstanding young theoretical 
physicist by the name of Conrad Longmire had been 





offered an appointment by Dr. Oppenheimer at the Institute. 

This of course is evidence itself of the outstanding caliber 
of this individual. It turned out he was always willing to 
consider coming to Los Alamos, and we were extremely anxious 
to have him. Dr. Oppenheimer very graciously extended or 
postponed his appointment to the Institute indefinitely to 
permit him to come to Los Alamos. Indeed, Dr. Longmire never 
did return to the Institute, and even in the last year we have 
explored with Dr. Oppenheimer the possibility of Longmire tailing 
a sabbatical at the Institute, and Dr. Oppenheimer has been 
willing to Consider this. 

He has given us frequently prospects, outstanding 
young individuals, whom we might be able to approach 
particularly in the field of theoretical physics to join the 
laboratory. 

With me personally he has never been other, from 
October 1945 on and during the war years, other than encouraging, 
helpful, congratulatory and generally both a personal fiend 
and a friend of the laboratory. 

Q How long have you known Dr . Oppenheimer? 

A I knew him as an instructor when I was a graduate 

student at Berkeley in 1932-31, probably, somewhere through 
there. I knew him as Director of Los Alamos Scientific 
Laboratory from June of 1944 until October of 1945. I knew him 
thereafter as Chairman of the General Advisory Committee and 
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saw him regularly, I would say, several times a year, in that 
capacity. He visited Los Alamos, I wald again say, at least 
once a year or perhaps twice, in connection with his 
responsibilities as Chairman of the General Advisory Committee. 

Q How well do you think you know him as a man, his 
character, and so on, the kind of person he is? 

A I would think I would know him as well as one 
knows any individual with whom one has had friendly and 
professional contact over quite a long number of years, and 
perhaps better than the average having seen him in his capacity 
as Director of the Laboratory, in which I then had an assisting 
subordinate position. 

Q Do you have an opinion as to Dr. Ctppenheimer f s 
Loyalty to the country, and as to whether he would be a security 
risk? 

A I do have such an opinion and it is a very strong one. 

Q Would you state it, please? 

A I would regard him from my observation as completely 
loyal to this country. In fact, I would make a statement of 
this sort, I think, that while loyalty is a very difficult 
thing to demonstrate in an objective fashion, if a man could 
demonstrate loyalty in an objective way, that Dr. Oppenheimer 
in his direction of Los Alashos Laboratory during the war years 
did demonstrate such loyalty. I myself feel that his devotion 
to that task, the nature of the decisions which he \ms called 
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upon to make, the manner in which he made them, were as 
objective a demonstration of personal loyalty to this country 
as I myself can imagine. 

Q As to this business of a security risk, which I take 
it is perhaps a little different from loyalty, do you have an 
opinion on that? 

A I do not regard him as a security risk. 

MR. SILVERMAN: I have no further questions. 

MR. GRAY: Mir. Robb. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

BY ME.. ROBB: 

Q Doctor, Dr. Oppenheimer in his answer at page 25, 

"I resigned as Director of Los Alamos on October 16, 1945, 
after having secured the consent of Commander Bradbury and of 
General Groves that Bradbury should act as my successor.'' 

Would you tell us about what happened in that 
connection? I aiasume that is true, is it not? 

A This statement is true. I had been assigned to the 
Los Alamos Laboratory as a commander in the United States Naval 
Reserve in June of 1944. I had been on active duty since 1941 
on leave of absence as professor of physics at Sanford 
University. Frankly to ray great surprise and equally frankly 
still to ay surprise, sometime in September ■— I don't remember 
tie precise date Br. Oppenheimer called me in and asked if 
I would be willing to undertake the direction of the Los Alamos 
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Laboratory, that he himself intended to leave and return to 
academic work and asked me, as I have said, to undertake this 
task. 

The only specific reason for this, as far as I can see, 
was that in the course of my luties fhere from 1944 to 1945, 

I had had contact with a number of activities in the Laboratory. 
My background was in physics, at least, and partly in nuclear 
physics. I did not agree to do this at that particular moment 
when he asked me. I asked tine to think about it. I wanted to 
speak further with General Groves. I wished to consult with 
some of the senior members of the Laboratory, Fermi, Bethe, 
and others, and ask them their opinion of my competence of 
this task, and what they foresaw of the problem. 

I was personally extremely concerned — this is purely 
a personal opinion — that the laboratory continue its task. 

Its task in the war years had been outstandingly accomplished, 
but there were a. number of avenues that remained to be explored. 
There was certainly my personal conviction that in the 
exploration of these avenues still further avenues would be 
found that it would be ib cessary to go into. I regarded it as 
inevitable that with the disclosure to the world that such 
bombs nonId be made, that other countries would undertake 
this activity, and that the United States wauld have to be the 
leader in this field in so far as it could make itself sure 


of this. 
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So I had a deep personal conviction that the 
laboratory should continue. 1 ultimately agreed to undertake 
the task for a period of six months or until some more logical 
successor could be found. Apparently no more logical 
successor could be induced to take the task, and I also became 
then convinced that it was impossible for a short time man, a 
man on a short time basis, with the announced intention of 
leaving, to build a permanent and enthusiastic laboratory. 
Whereupon I agreed to remain on an essentially indefinite 
basis. 

Q Doctor, you will forgive me. I am not a physicist 
jso I don't know too much about such matters, but we have 
heard a number of times here reference to work on a thermo¬ 
nuclear device or work on a fission device. I wonder if you 
can tell us without getting into classified detail just v/hat 
does a physicist, when he works din such a device? Does he 
just lock himself up in a dark room and think, or what does he 
do? 

A No. I am afraid to answer your (jestion directly 
would require a detailed discussion of how a laboratory works. 

Q I don't want that I am wondering what you do when you 
work on these things. 

A No one map, 1 think it is fair to say, works on a 
fission bomb. Bet me give you just a broad example here. 

One group of people, theoreticians, mathematicians, computers, 
will be exploring the behavior of a number of, let us say. 
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possible systems. 

MR. GARRISON: Just for clarity, you asked about 
thermonuclear. He used the word fission just now. 

MR, ROBB: I said thermonuclear or fission. 

MR. GRAY: Did you intend to say fission? 

MR. ROBB: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: My words will be essentially applicable 
to both. Let us use fission arid fusion indiJbtinguishably here, 
because I think my remarks would be applicable to both. 

Working on designs for possibles systems and computing, as far 
as the techniques of the time permit their behavior. 

Another group of people, experimentalists, technicians, 
mechanics, shop people, will be making relevant experiments on 
quantities which have to go into these calculations. 

Still cmother group of people will be working on the 
techniques of making the actual, parts which will be required 
and obtaining them in the proper physical form or the proper 
purity, or whatever is required. All these activities follow 
along and periodically come to pyramids of accomplishment. 

Another group of people will be doing actual, let 
me say, nuclear weapon engineering. That is, making out of 
a theoretician's schematic drawing a practical operable system. 

So when you speak' of a person working on an atom bomb, 
whether it be fission or fusion, you can hardly speaking of 
a person doing this. It is a group of persons whose activities 
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have to be correlated, some at the broad base of research 
looking toward problems in the future: others which are 
involved in activities leading to a specific weapon accomplish¬ 
ment . 

BY MS. ROBE: 

Q That helps me very much, Doctor, In other words, the 
development of a fission device or a fusion device requires 
a lot more than just thinking about it. 

A This is absolutely true. 

Q Doctor, between 1946 and 1950, how many people at 
Los Alamos were working on the thermonuclear as distinguished 
from just thinking about it? 

MR. SILVERMAN: I am net sure that the witness 
indicated that thinking was not a part of working. 

MR. ROBB: I think we can define our terms here. 

MR. GRAY: This is a very intelligent witness, 
and I am sure he is not easily confused. 

BY MR. RCSBB: 

Q I am not trying to confuse you, Doctor. 

A I am sure you are not. 

Q I am trying to find out, because it haw always been 
foggy to ms. 

A I understand the import of your question, but it 
will be necessary to answer it in a somewhat ambiguous fashion 


for this reason. 


Let me take an example which will certainly be 
obvious, and certainly wnclassiLfiecl. The hydrogen bomb is 
widely known to potentially utilize one or more isotopes 
of hydrogen. The nuclear cross sections of these isotopes have 
to bo known in the various energy spectrurns with groat accuracy 
for the computations. Accordingly, during the war and even 
after we had active groups, actively engaged in exploring 
the nuclear properties of the light elements, the elements 
which might possibly he effective or utilizeable in the 
fusion of thesuftonuclea? field. Those people were doing physics. 
They were also engaged in research which was relevant to the 
thermonuclear weapon. 

Another example which will be difficult for me again 
to give because of security reasons, but I will try to guard 
my words — certain aspects of the so-called fission field 
are directly relevant, intimately related to the fusion field. 

If you wish to have an unclassified example of this, again 
it is widely known in the comic strips, that apparently 
some sort of primary bomb, trigger mechanism as it is called, 
is apparently required. How then does one distinguish 
developing very unique and specialized skills in primary bombs 
as an example? 

Is this directly related to the fission field where 
it is immediately applicable or directly related to the thermo¬ 
nuclear field where it becomes applicable as soon as the 
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techniques become sufficiently skilled. 

I cannot answer your question as to what group was 
engaged in thermonuclear work and what people were engaged in 
fission work. The fields intermingle to such an extent that 
while we have been asked this question for a period of years by a 
variety of bodies, no definite answer is possible without going 
into detail; this man was doing this and it had that applicability 
and it had that applicability. 

Q Had you finished? 

A Yes. 

Q Was there any particular group at Los Alamos during 
that period from 194 6 until 1950'. or team that was working 
on the thermonuclear particularly? 

A There were a number of people in our theoretical 
division supported by computers and computing machinery that 
were particularly concerned with the exploration of various 
phenomena that would be relevant to the behavior of thermonuclear 
systems. 

Q Am I right in your explanation that the fission bomb 
is one step towards the thermonuclear; is that right? 

A I am quoting commonly accepted — 

Q Yes, sir. Were Dr. Richtmyer and Hr. Nordheim and 
Dr. Teller on that team that was working definitely on the 
thermonuclear at Los Alamos? 

A Dr. Richtrayer devoted a good portion of his time to 




this matter, but also a good portion of his time to the fission 
field. At one time Dr. Richtmyer served as alternate division 
leader, so he had other interests. One of his major interests 
xme a certain type of system which Key be described properly 
as thermonuclear, although this should not be construed to foe 
a specific definition of it. 

Dr. Kordfceim ’ms also specifically interested in a 
definite type of thermouuclear system, and made very definite 
contributions tc the potential design of such systems. 

Q And Dr. Teller? 

A Dr. Teller the sane Ming. Dr. Teller had been 
interested in this field very much, and probably a major portion 
of his tine during the war was devoted to the -exploration of 
this type of system- It was not uniquely so, and was not 
during; his contact with Los Alamos after’the war. But it was 
always on© of his enthusiasms. 

Q Was anybody else, if It may use the expression, during 
the period of 1946 to 1950 at Los Alamos specializing on the 
thermonuclear? 

A How should I describe the position of people who 
were measuring the. cross sections of deuterium? 

Q I don't knew, Doctor. 

A I don't know either. You ask me were they 
specializing in thermonuclear-. 

Q Yes , sir. 
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A There ware those people, if I wish to do so, that 
could be described as particularly interested in the thermo¬ 
nuclear field. I would no; so describe them. They were doing 
fr.nda.nen-.al -.research. i:i physios, vdiich v/as relevant, to the 
tlior raomielear field. Another group of experimentalists I prefer 
not to describe in detail \fco were doing v/ork which might have 
been undertaken by the laboratory as general research, but 
was undertaken undoubtedly by the laboratory because of its 
probable relevance at that time to the technology of thermo¬ 
nuclear devices. Were they doing work in the thermonuclear 
field specifically, or were they not, and I cannot answer 
your question directly. 

I am trying to make it cl©g.r that the thermonuclear field 
had active support both in the theoretical side, and in the 
relevant experimental end technological side during the war and 
thereafter. 

Q Could you give us any idea of how long Dr. Richtmyer 
devoted to the thermonuclear as distinguished from his other 
v/ork? 

A You mean the percentage of his personal time? 

Q Yes. ' 

A I suppose roughly 50‘ per cent so distributed. 

Q How long was he down there, sir? 

A He has been there since the war up until last year. 

He is still on our payroll* He is currently assigned toy us 



to the Computing Center at New York University. He is shortly 

going to assu?ne the directorship of that group, is is my 
information. So has become extrema ly interested in the 
techniques of computation. 

0 Is :0r. oordheim still there? 

L Dr. Hordheixn m.s: and is a consultant to us;. He spent 
roughly a year with us on leave of absence from Duke University. 

Q I believe he ms down there one summer. 

.1 He has; spent summers wi th us. He has spent one year 
and a good part of another on leave of absence with us. 

Q Was it during the summer that he was actively 
interested - in the thermonuclear? 

A Certainly during the suaissers and during the year he 
spent with us. Be was engaged in the computations, let us say, 
and trying to formulate a design for a specific type of 
thermonuclear system. 

Q Did you have son© computers who were working on the 
thermonuclear problem? 

A Computers are a»; essential part of any thermonuclear 
computation. They have a. very great task to play because the 
computations la this field are not things you make with a slide 
rule or a small pad of paper. As I believe I remarked earlier, 
on© of the stumbling blocks in the years 1943 or '48 or 
1949 was the absence of computing machinery, the so-called 
electronic btains of sufficient capacity and magnitude to handle 



the type of computations which wore involved. Only recently, 
with the development of machines such as the Maniac, the 
computer at Princetd.®, IBM computers, have we had Machines 
which even begin to attack the problem which was confronting 
tret during the 1944-43 era. 

DR. EVANS: They tie differential equations that have 
no integral? 

TH3 WITNESS: They are only attackable by 
essentially calculation methods, by approximation methods. 

BY m. ROBE: 

Q Doctor, ycit mentioned in 1949 Dr. Longmire 3md an 
appointment at Princeton, but came down to Los Alamos and 
stayed. Biel that take place before or after the Russian 
explosion? 

A His arrival at Los Alamos was in August or September 
of 194©. This is clearly almost coincidental with the Russian 
explosion. So his decision to come there I think Must have 
preceded the actual knowledge of the Russian explosion. 

Q Doctor, what was year position after the Russian 
explosion on the question of whether or not we should develop 
the thermonuclear bomb? Were you fox* it ar against; it? 

A I was under the impression I had made some remarks 
on that subject. When you say develop the thermonuclear bomb, 
may I qualify my remarks to this extent. I felt, as I believe 
I raid earlier, extremely strongly that the laboratory mast 
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imdertake all possible attacks upon the thermonuclear system 
to see what there was of utility in this field. Now, it seems 
easy now to say thermonuclear bomb has been developed by 
public annou:soo!c©nt; it seers obvious that there must, always 
have been such a device» in tine obrioais cards. This was not the 
case. The state, of knowledge of thermonuclear systems during 
the war, and thersafer, and really up until the spring of 1951, 
was such as to mke the practical utility or even the workability 
in any useful sense of what was then imagined as a thermo¬ 
nuclear weapon extremely questionable. This does not mean that — 
in fact, it meant very much to us that one must find out what 

is there in this fid Id. Only by work in i; will one find out. 

It is possible that we would have explored the field and out 
it was not, that we could not find a useful military system 

in it. But without this exploration, it is clear you wouldn’t 

know. 

We felt very strongly that we had to know the fact. 

In 1949-50 the state of knowledge at that time would 
certainly permit one to be very pessimistic about the 
practical utility of what was called a. hydrogen bomb. 

Q Bid you think that the Russians would certainly try 
to find out? 

A I was personally certain that no group of people 
knowing ;he energy wMh was available in theso-called fusion 


type of reaction would fail to explore this field 
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Q Therefore you thought we ought to also? 

A I certainly feel thiss way, yes, felt and feel. 

MR. ROBB: Thank you, Doctor. That is all I care 
to ask the Doctor. 

MR. GRAY: Dr. Bradbury, you referred to regaining 
a lead which we had had. I believe this was your expression 
with respect to this kind of thing we are talking about today. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

MR. GRAY: I suppose if in that context one refers to 
the thermonuclear weapons, it is a question of size. 14 that 
a fair statement? 

THE WITNESS: You mean size of bang? 

MR. GRAY: That is right, yes. 

THE WITNESS: I am afraid it is more complicated than 

that. 

MR. GRAY: What I am trying to get at, Doctor, did your 
approach to this problem involve any kind cf moral 
consideration or was this purely technical on the ground of 
practicability and useability? 

THE WITNESS: You are inquiring as to my personal 
opinions in this matter? 

MS. GRAY: That is correct. During this period that 
we are talking about from 1946 when you became Director of 
the Laboratory up until the present time. I may be making 
an effort ht distinction which can't be as clearly made as I 
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am trying to do it. But let us take a very simple matter. 

I suppose any ordinary conventional method, with respect 
to that, the question of making it more efficient is not a 
moral question atall. If you assume the weapon you have 
already swallowed the moral implications, I suppose. 

What I am trying to get at is what you meant by 
regaining the lead. 

THE WITNESS: I meant by this only the fact that in, 

I think, the general guesses that people made that the Russians 
in the development of both the actual fact of atomic weapons 
and the related production enterprises had been expected to 
be something of the order of five or more years behind us. 

The appearance of a Russian atomic explosion in September 1949 was 
generally regarded, I believe, as a year or two or three earlier 
than one might have reasonably expeted the Russians to reach 
this accomplishment. They were clearly therefore working at 
a high rate of speed, even granting what I think became 
evident later, the treachery of Fuchs. 

At the time cf course, we were not aware, as I recall, 
that Fuchs had indeed passed information on. Perhaps this 
made it seem a little more plausible that they had made such 
rapid progress. But at any rat® it was clear at that time 
that — I am now only quoting my own thinking and opinion in 
this matter — it seemed to me that we were in the position 
of two runners in the race, where it was quite clear that 
your opponent was running and running quite fast. It was 
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probably you were ahead of him In actual distance. It was not 
obvious that he was not running faster than you were. Our own 
objectives at that time had to be as far as we could make 
them to be sure we were running as fast as he was. 

MR. GRAY: And successful work on thermonuclear 
weapons might have been considered one of our legs. 

THE WITNESS: This I would definitely so consider. 

As you are aware, the thermonuclear field has two obvious 

military characteristics. One, apparently that in a single 

strike the destructive effort to deliver would be presumably 

very great; two, that if the materials that went into this 

system were indeed cheap and available, that the cost of such 

systems and therefore their number would not be subject to 

the same sort of restrictions that so-called fissions are subject 

of 

to. Both tbese characteristics are/obvious military interest. 

There are other characteristics of thermonuclear 
systems or any weapons systems for that matter which have to 
do with essentially deliverability. In other words, a weapon 
is no good if it is of such a character that it can't be 
delivered. Hence any weapons system mustbe looked at in temms 
of its net operational worth, in terms of its cost, its effects 
and its relation to the vehicle system appropriate to it. 

All of these questions with respect to fusion systems 
had to be explored. They were not known at any time in 1949, 
certainly, and it was possible, I will not guarantee, that 
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effort in this field would lead to something which would have 
military utility. However, I would like to emphasize that 
this was at that time a technological question. It was not 
guarantee d by Los Alanos or anyone else that indeed there would 
be a feasible or effective useful thermonuclear system. 

MR. GRAY: But on this matter of lead, thermonuclear 
weapons certainly were a part of that picture. 

THE WITNESS: Very definitely so. There ware also 
leads that had to be established in the fission field or were 
being established in the fission field This was another part 
of the military strength of the country. 

MR. GRAY: As a matter of hindsight, suppose there 
had been a Presidential directive in 1945 or at some later 
date, perhaps, but earlier than January 1950; is it possible 
that we might have had the invention or discoveries earlier? 

THE WITNESS: My personal opinion in aswer to that 
question is in the negative. I would like to say as much as 
I can within the bounds of security as to why. 

Could I consult just a moment on the question, Mr. 

Rolander? 

(Consultation) 

MR. GARRISON'. Mr. Chairman, I will leave it to the 
Board if the Board would like to, after hearing what Dr. 
Bradbury has to say, explore it in classified terms. We 


would withdraw 
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MR. GRAY: Thank you. I hope that won't be 

necessary. 

THE WITNESS: I believe I can make my remarks in a 
fashion which will be acceptable. The only line of attack 
which had occurred to us on this problem throughout the years 
1942 onwards seemed to be a line of attack during 1945-1949 
which would be fraught with enormous technical difficulties, 
that is, practical technological difficulties. 

There was also a grave question as to whether or 
not the systems then thought of would have any behavior that would 
be at all, let us say, effective in terms of their probable 
complexity, probable size and probable cost. Had we 
endeavored to explore those fields in that state of knowledge, 
we would have had in my opinion two extremely undesii'able 
courses, one of which would have beep, I believe, almost fatal. 

We would have spent time lashing about in a field in which we 
were not equipped to do adequate computational work. We 
would have spent time exploring with inadequate methods a 
system which was far from certain to be successful, and we 
would not have made the relevant progress which would have 
been required in the fission field. 

I am getting here on thin ice, but if you will let 
me stick by my earlier rebarks that skill and ingenuity 
in the fission field is an essential prerequisite to the 
success in the thermonuclear field, the progress of the 
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laboratory during the years following the war in the 
understanding and development, and indeed, some systems of 
very close relevance to the thermonuclear system as we. 
know them today, were an essential part of the ultimate actual 
ability to make an effective thermonuclear weapon. 

Hindsight is a difficult thing. Perhaps the statement 
I am making is self-serving. But my own personal opinion is 
that the course of action pursued by the laboratory is right. 

I regret to make this statement in this fashion, perhaps because 
it was partly I presume my decision. But in retrospect I 
cannot see how we could have reached our present objectives 
in a more rapid fashion by any other mechanism except the 
mechanism by which we went. 

MR. GRAY: You think there has not been delay in 
any event. You reject the notion that there has been delay in 
the development of this weapon? 

THE WITNESS: I reject this notion. I also think 
that it is perhaps correct to say that at any time, 
particularly in 1945, ’46 and '47, there were certain 
fundamental objectives at the laboratory that simply had to be 
met. If we had, let us say, retained our 1945 technology in 
weapons through the next three or four years, with or without 
thermonuclear systems, this country would have been enormois ly 
deficient in strength compared to what it was actually at flat 
time because of the efforts of the laboratory in the fission 
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field. These efforts. also made possible subsequent 
developments in the thermonuclear field. 

MR. GRAY: In your conversations witrh Dr. Oppanheimer 
in 1945 with respect to the possibility of your becoming 
Director, did you discuss what policy of the laboratory might 
be with respect to this matter we have been talking about, do 
you recall? 

THE WITNESS: With respect to the development of 
thermonuclear systems? 

MR. GRAY: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: No, we did not discuss this. Let me 
say I have no recollection of discussing this. I would like . 
to make one additional comment in that connection. Shortly 
after I assumed the directorship of the laboratory, I had a 
meeting of all the staff members then present and one to which 
I was essentially talking — let me say the senior staff 
members, the coordinating council of the laboratory, at that 
time I discussed my own philosophy of the laboratory and 
included in that philosophy was the continuation of the 
exploration which we had been doing in the thermonuclear field. 

MR. GRAY: Do you recall any change of attitude on 
Dr. Oppenheimer’s part towards the development of thermonuclear 
systems at any time during your association with him? 

THE WITNESS: I mentioned earlier the developments, 
the ideas in this field which occurred during the spring of 
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1951, priorto the meeting at Princeton in June of 1951. I 
think I would be correct in saying that these ideas seemed 
technically sound to Dr. Oppenheimer and that he upon hearing 
of them, regarded the prospect of success in the field as 
extraordinarily more likely. I think his opinions expressed 
at the meeting in Princeton reflected this opinion, if you 
wish, tint here was a technique or an idea which cast a new 
light on the practicality of such systems. 

MR. GRAY:. But you don't recall anything at the time, 
for example, of the use of the atomic weapon in the late months 
of the war that reflected any changed attitude towaeds 
thermonuclear weapons? 

THE WITNESS: I don't believe I ever discussed the 
us of any atomic weapon in war with Dr. Oppenheimer. Certainly 
not at that time. It would not have been my position in the 
laboratory to do so. We probably had discussed the GAC 
meetings later on of how such weapons might be enfkloyed, what 
vehicles might be used for them, the problems of vehicles, 
questions of that sort. 

MR. GRAY: Dr. Bradbury, you mentioned Dr. Teller's 
departure from the laboratory. I am not familiar with the 
circumstances of that. Could you vexy briefly indicate what 
the circumstances were? 

THE WITNESS: If I could do so in what I might regard 
as administrative confidence. This is not restricted data, 
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but on the other hand, it has to do with personal relationships 
between Teller and myself. 

MR.GRAY: I don t knew how important it is to have 

that. 


THE WIH?EES: Perhaps I can answer this without any 
serious difficulty, but again I would like to say that this is 
essentially — could I make it off the record, if you wish? 

DR.EVANS: 1 think Dr.Bradbury doesn’t have to answer. 

MR. GRAY: Let us go off the record. 

THE WITNESS: I don’t care whether it is in the 
record or not. All I would like to say is that Teller and I 
disagreed as to the most effective method of the 
administration of the thermonuclear program at Los Alamos for 
its most rapid accomplish!lent, and ultimately we disagreed on 
essentially a matter of trivality, that is to say, the 
projection in point of tine in advance, a date for a definitive 
test operation. I think for seme time prior to that, Dr. 

Teller and 1 had had some differences of personal opinion not 
regarding the importance of the program or the general way in 
which it should be going, but we had differences of opinion 
regarding the best way to administer it. These were 
differences of a rather fundamental nature in the administration 
of a laboratory, and since the administration of the laboratory 
was essentially my responsibility, I had to do it in a way that 


seemed best to me. 



intimately Teller left.. Our relations are personally 
friendly. He was a consultant to the laboratory thereafter. 

He still spends occasional time with us, although his primary 
interests are now with another group. 

MR. GRAY: At the time of the close of the war, 
there were varying views as to what, should be done with the 
laboratory, I believe. There were sme who wished to close it 
up, some who wished to continue full speed, some who favored 
its removal to some other place. Is that a correct statement 
of the varying views among the staff? 

THE WITNESS: I amafrald that I probably would not 
have a complete cross section of all the views. My own opinion 
was obviously strong, and my own, that the laboratory should 
not be closed up. It is unlikely that very many people came 
to argue with me that it sliould be closed up. 

MR. GRAY: Did you ever hear Dr. Oppenheimer express 
the view that it should be closed? 

THE WITNESS: I never did. In fact, I would probably 
be the last person to have heard him make such a statement 
inasmuch as he was instrumental in me taking it over. It 
would be unlikely that he would say at the same time to close 
it up. X was aware, and this was the proper question at the 
time, was Los Alamos, New Mexico, the best place to operate 
this laboratory. This question was actively explored by the 
Manhattan District in the year following the war,and the 
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ultimate decision was that it was protoably the best place to 
operate it. 

ME. GRAY: Dr. Eradbumy, I don’t want you or anyone 
else to misunderstand the next question I an going to ask. 

It prints to no conclusion certainly in any wind about anything 
at all. It has to do with perhaps the most serious underlying 
implication, involved in these proceedings. That has to do 
with loyalty to country. 

I think your statement in response to a question 
from counsel aras that you had no question about Dr. Oppenhe inter 
loyalty, and you based it at least in part on his very 
remarkable accomplishments during the war years as Director of 
the Laboratory. I think there lire those perhaps who questioned 
lr. Cppeaheimer's loyalty and who might argue that an 
individual who ras sympathetic ;o the USSR could very 
consistently have gone far beyond the call of normal duty in 
his war work, which was beneficial to the interests of the 
United States, and still hive felt that sympathetic interests 
2or the Soviet Union wore also being served. That is at least 
an argument can be made, and I s,m sure you are fan iliar with it 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

MR. GRAY: In your test!nay about Dr. Oppenheinter's 
loyalty, are you prepared to give j'our judgment to the war 
years? In ether words, do you think that his actions since the 
war are of the same character and nature as to lead you to a 


conclusion about his loyalty? 

THE WITNESS: I do, and I have the sane opinion. I' 
think it can be supported by the same sort — perhaps not quite 
the same sort of objective evidence. I am well aware that it 
is possible to attribute ulterior motives to almost any human 
action;. It is possible to argue these questions in perpetuity 
along those lines. Referring to my statement about hij 
behavior as Director off Los Alamos Laboratory, in asy O’./n 
opinion, this to mo constitutes as strong objective evidence 
as one can hope for, of loyalty. I have to base this not only 
upon the technical accomplishments off the laboratory, but 
upon the way in which these accomplishments were done, upon 
the manner in which fee sought and made use off advice from 
his senior staff, essentially upon a sort off subjective 
impression which you can only get by seeing a man look worried, 
that indeed the success of this laboratory and its role in 
the war that was then going on were objectives which wore upper¬ 
most and surpassed all others in his mind. I was not looking 
in his mind, and I carnot say this off cousse from definite 
knowledge. You can never say anything about a man’s loyalty 
by looking at him except what you feel. I would feel from 
everything that I could see of Ms operation at Los Alamos 
during the war years that here is a. man who is completely and 
unequiocally loyal to the best interests of this country. 


1 would make the sane remark about the associations 
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I had w.itJh him after the 'far years. I suppose it is true, 
although he can say this better than I, that he had deep personal 
concerns about the actual role of atomic weapons :l:s the 
national security. 1 til ink anyone is entitled and should have 
this sane sort of concern. What personal decisions one ashes in 
the long run is of course a personal matter. But certainly 
his chairmanship of the <*1C after the war years never questioned 
the fact or never questioned the assettion that the Los Alamos 
Laboratory should continue, should be strengthened, should 
proceed along lines of endeavor whih were of military effective¬ 
ness. 'Svery decision that I can recall that the GAC made 
with respect to the laboratory, with the possible exception 
of what may have been their opinion regarding thermonuclear 
development, seemed, to me to be the right decision. In other 
words, there was never to lay knowledge any degree of difference 
of opinion between myself, my senior staff, and the positions 
taken by the GAC. 

This was particularly the case that the 
laboratory felt extremely strongly that actual test of nuclear 
weapons were a fundamental part of the progress in this field. 

We still feel that way extremely strongly. The GAC supported 
us in this. Had they not done so, our progress would have 
been enormously slower or almost aero. This could have been 
a point where one might have taken a contrary position perhaps. 


The GAC did not do so. 



I believe the qivasti.cn urhich I tend to believe was 
exaggerated at the tine in the public press and got into 
erroneous importance at the tine through the efforts of a 
number of people — it assumed an erroneous stature in 
public debate — was on a casrn where we might have found 
ourselves in a difference of opinion with the GAC. Whether this 
difference was real or not. I am mot prepared to say. ButI 
have stated what the opinion of the laboratory was as strongly 
as I can. 

I do not personally believe that if there was this 
difference of opinion, and I presume there was some difference 
of cpinion here, that it was based on malevolent motives. 

I believed and still believe that the apparent 
position of the GAC was based upon a defendable argument although 
one with which 1 might not personally agree. I might not have 
personally agreed with one of the conclusions of the question 
of policy that seme members of the GAG arrived at. Nevertheless, 
I do not regard them as opinions which are either malevolent 
or subversive. I positively regard them as opinions which can 
be held and which were held as matters relating to the safety 
of the United States. 

The safety of ths Unitec". States I am convinced was 
uppermost in the minds of all members, including the Chairman, 
of the GAC. We may have differed as to the best methods of 


obtaining the safety. I think such differences are an essential 
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part of any democratic system. I never had then nor do I 
now have the slightest feeling that these differences wore 
motsrated by any other than a direct deep and sincere concern 
for the welfare of the country. 

That was only substar*tia ted by the actions of the GAC 
after the President’s decision, which again were in strong 
support of this whole field which we characterize as thermo- 
nuclear. Basically the GAC supported the laboratory as a 
weapons laboratory in all fields. If there was a difference? 
of opinion in 1949-50, it had to do with perhaps the technical 
question of emphasis on ore cranother line of attach in the 
weapons field in general. 

Does that answer your question? 

ME. (BAY: 1 think probably it does. I think your 
answer is in the affirmative. I think my question was that 
you feel that the character and nature and intensity of Dr. 
Oppenfaeiner’s loyalty has been as great in postwar years as 
you saw it in the war years;. 

TEE WITNESS: That is my feeling. 

MR. 6MY: Are there any questions? 

BE. EVANS: Yes, Dr. Bradbury, where did you have 
your under.graduate and graduate education? 

TEE WITNESS: 1 received the bachelor of arts degree 
from Pomona College in Clairmont, California, in 1929. S 
received the PB. D. from the University of California in 1932. 



There for two years I ms research fellow at MIT. Thereafter I was 
on the academic staff at Stanford University, first as assistant 
professor, associate, and then full professor. 

DR. EVANS: Are you a Communist? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. 

DR. EVANS: Have you ever been? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. 

DR. EVANS: Have you over been a fellow traveler? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. 

DR. EVANS: There were a lot of organizations that 


the Attorney General listed as under Communistic control, 
Doctor; do you know that list? 



THE 

WITNESS: 

I have seen that list. 



DR. 

EVANS: 

Are you a member of any 

of those 

organizations? 




THE 

WITNESS: 

S s.m not I think it 

would be an 

awful 

time to 

find out if I were. 



DR. 

EVANS: 

Were you surprised when 

the Russians 

fired 

a bomb? 





THE 

WITNESS: 

In 1949? 



DR. 

EVANS: 

Yes. 



THE 

WITNESS: 

Yes, sir. 



to. 

EVANS: 

You v/ere surprised? 



THE 

WITNESS: 

I was surprised. 



DR.. EVANS: Do you think the knowledge that Fuchs 
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might have given them helped them in that? 

THE WITNESS: I new think so. I was surprised at 
the time that it came so early. It is now my personal impression 
although I have no evidence to support this, of course, that 
probably they were assisted along these lines by the information 
Fuchs appears to have given them. 

DR. EVANS: You do think that scientific men should 
be required Id keep their discoveries secret when they might 
affect the country and not publish them? 

THE WITNESS: That is a very difficult question to 
answer, sir. It is very difficult for a scientist doing 
basic research to be sure fat in the course of time this 
particular technical report, paper, invention or discovery 
may affect the security. 

May I give you an example of this? It would have 
been a perfectly normal thing for a scientist to do, although 
somewhat difficult, to measure certain neutron cross sections 
of deuterium in 1932, *34, ’36 and '38, and so on. It would 
have been a nice task and perfectly good nuclear science at 
that time. At the present time, such cross section measurements 
are, of course, carefully guarded secrets because they are 
relevant to a thermonuclear problem. How in 1934 or 1936 


would one have known that these cross sections are going to 
be smithing that would affect national security? I can’t give 
you an answer to your question. I think if an individual knows 
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or believes that his discovery is Immediately relevant to 
national security, h» has definite responsibility to the 
country in that connection. 

DR. EVANS'. Bo you think that scientific men as 
a rule are rather peculiar individuals? 

THE'WITNESS: Whan did I stop beating my wife? 

SIR, GRAY:- Especially chemistry professors? 

DR. EVANS: No, physics professors. 

THE WITNESS: Scientists are human beings. I think 
as a class, because their basic task is concerned with the 
exploration of the facts of nature, understanding, this is a 
quality of mind philosophy — a scientist wants to know. He 
wants to know correctly and truthfully and precisely. By this 
token it seems to me he is more likely than not to be 
interested in a number of fields, but to be interest in them 
from the point of view of exploration. What is in them? 

What do they have to offer. What is their truth. I think this 
degree cf flexibility of approach, of interest, of curiosity 
about facts, about systems, about life, is an essential ingred¬ 
ient to a man who is going to be a successful research 
scientist. If he does not have this underlying curiosity, 
willingness to look into things, wish and desire to look into 
things, I do not thiuk he will be either a good or not certainly 
a great scientist. 

Therefore, I think you are likely to find among 
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people who have imaginative minds in the scientific field, 
individuals who are also willing, eager to look at a number 
of other fields with the same type of interest, willingness to 
examine, to be convinced and without a priori convictions as 
to rightness or wrongness, that this constant or this cr that 
curve or this or that function is fatal. 

I think the same sort of willingness to explore 
other areas of human activity is probably characteristic. 

If this rakes them peculiar, I think it is probably a desirable 
peculiarity. 

DR. EVANS: You didn’t do that, did.you? 

THE WITNESS: Well — 

DR. EVANS: You didn't investigate these subversive 
organizations, did you? 

THE WITNESS: No. Perhaps pay interest lay along 
other lines. I don’t thins: one has to investigate all these 
political systeivs. 

DR. EVANS: Do you go fishing and things like that? 

THE WITNESS: Yen , I liave done a number of things. 

Some people, and perhaps myself s.Kong them, I was an experimental 
physicist during those days, and V. was very much preoccupied 
by the results of my own investigations. 

DR. EVANS: But that didn’t make you peculiar, did it? 

THE WITNESS: This I would have to leave to others 


to say 



DE. EVANS: Younger people son®times make mistakes, 


don't they? 

THE! WITNESS: I think this is part of people’s growin 
UP- 

DR. EVANS': We all do. 

THE WITNESS: That is, taleactions whMi turn out to 
be wrong later on. Wtiether they were sistkes at the time 
toy be a debatable question. 

DR. EVANS: Do you thin* Dr. Cppenhefcner made any 

mistakes;? 

THE WITNESS: My personal feeling here with regard 
to the situation specifically to the question of organizations 
is that these are actions v’b&i in the light of history, in the 
light of subsequent developments, turn out to have been 
undesirable. I would not like to say that I regard them as 
either right or wrong. I say that simply they turn out to 
have been bad for him to have done at this time. At the time 
thejr were done, I regard them as potentially at least without 
significance. They reflected a certain area off interest, an 
internest which as you recall was held by a number off people 
at that time. The Spanish war was of concern to a number off 
people. 

■ DR. EVANS: That is potentially theyshould have been 
of no interest to this Board? 


THE WITNESS: No, I cannot say that. I don’t wish to 
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make a speech. It is unfortunate that the number of 
objective examples which one has of, let us say, people who 
are disloyal is extremely small. You can count them on the 
fingers of one hand. In every case these people seemed to have 
been drawn from a certain type c>f background in which at least 
some degree of interest in liberal, left wing or Communist 
activities was a part. Therefore, I have to agree that where 
this background of interest in these affairs occurs, that a 
query at least is indicated. 

It is a fact of life, but 3 think it perhaps 
regrettable that because a few people out of thousands have 
been discovered in this particular area, that thousands or tens 
of thousands are automatically thereby put potentially in the 
same category. I think the question has to be raised 
because of the things which Fuchs, Alan Nunn May, Grcenglass 
have done. Perhaps it is on© of the most serious things they 
have done, to cast a shadow off suspicion.on those who were 
interested in the se activities for completely humanitarian 
or intellectual motives. 

I thine therefore this: question has to be raised. 

I myself do not regard the uribter of membership in such 
societies or interest in them as particularly significant in 
the light of the- times — let mo say necessarily significant 
in the light of the times. I think it is a question which must 


be raised r must be explored. It nay turn out to have meaning. 
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It might be in this case it does not have meaning. 

DR. EVANS: You spoke of. loyalty. Would you out 
loyalty to your country above loyalty to your friends? 

THE WITNESS: I would. 

DR. EVANS: That is all I have. 

REDIRECT IJCATIINAT! <B 

BY MR. SILVERMAN: 

Q Dr. Bradbury, from year knowledge of Dr. Cpponheimer, 

today, do you think he would put loyalty to his country above 
loyalty to a friend? 

A I believe he would. 

MR. SILVERMAN: That is all. 

RECROSS EXAMINATION 

BY UR. ROBB: 

Q Doctor, I have one question suggested by your 
discussion with the Chairman about what might be the result 
tod there been a Presidential directive in 1945 or 1S4S to 
undertake all out work on the E bomb. 

It has been testified here, Doctor, that something 
happened in the spring of 1951, and that accelerated the 
successful development of the thermonuclear so that work came 
to a successful conclusion maybe 18 months thereafter. 

My question is, supposing that sdmething had happened 
in 1945 or 1943, what would have been the result? How soon 
do you think you would have had the thermonuclear weapon 
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perfected? 

A We had this idea — 

Q Is that an intelligent question? 

A This is a question that I would answer this way. 

Had this idea occurred in 1945, '46, '47 or '48 or almost 
any time before it did occur, wo would not have known how to 
use it in an effective military fashion. We were already 
pursuing in the years following the war those techniques, 
specifically in the fission field, which made the implementation 
of this idea a practical thing. We had already conducted 
experiments. I can't describe them for security reasons. They 
were in the fission field, and bore directly upon this field. 
Frankly, if I may go back to one of your other potential 
questions, had there been a Preisidentlal directive to proceed 
along thermonuclear lines in 1945, I would almost doubt 
in retrospect that we would have done or could have done any¬ 
thing much different than we did. In other words, the active 
exploration of the fission field was a necessary and essential 
prerequisite known all along to the fusion field. Had there 
been such a hypothetical decision, it is impossible to answer. 

Had there been, we would have done exactly as we did. We 
might have been persuaded otherwise, and I think if we had 
we would have found ourselves farther behind in 1954 than we are. 

Q I am not sure your answer — and that is my fault 


and not yours. 
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A It is my fault. 

Q Your answer about not snowing how to use this 
discovery in 1946 or 1947, could you explain that a bit further? 

A I would have great difficulty in doing so without 
going into restricted data. Let me think for a moment to see 
if I can find some way around this. 

There would be two possibilities. We would not have 
been able to make the relevant calculations for mechanical 
reasons. We would not have been able to make them for let us. 
say technological reasons, because only ii n the course of those 
years die we begin to get some understanding of how to compute 
atomic or fission bombs. Thirdly, we would not have been 
able to make use of it practically because we would not have 
had the comparable skills, let us say, to make fission 
bombs whose characteristics would be appropriate to this 
sort of a qstem. Of course, by that I am implying that there 
are certain relationships between these things, and that will 
have to be a part of this argument. 

Q Doctor, in the years between 1946 and 1950, did you 
have the staff and the equipment then to do what you did 
subsequent to this discovery in 1951? 

A Between when did you say, 1945 and 1950? 

Q Yes, sir. In other words, assuming this discovery 
in 1945, '46 or ’47, did you then have the staff to do wh*t 
you did with the discovery in 1951 and 1952? 
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A As you are doubtless aware, In 1945 the laboratory 
of course was partly civilian and partly military. We had a 
couple of thousand SED, special engineering detachment of the 
military personnel. We had a number of officers. In 1945 and 
early 1946, a great part of our civilian personnel left to 
return to school, to their industrial and academic jobs. The 
size of the laboratory reached its minimum roughly in September 
of 1946, at w&ich time its size was roughly half, perhaps a 
little less than half of its size at the present time. Frmm 
that time on it has grown steadily up to about the present time. 

There were admittedly difficulties in taking the 
laboratory through the transition period pdor to the Atomic 
Energy Act, while personnel straightened themselves out in their 
own desires. In 1946, throughout the entire year, or at least 
until the adoption cf the Atomic Energy Act, perhaps we were 
lucky to keep ourselves alive. We had the Crossroads 
operation to carry out, and life was far from easy. I don’t 
say it has ever been easy, but in those days certainly our task 
was not simple. We were devoting, as I have said earlier, our 
major directed effort, the effats which come to the peaks of 
these pyramids of development, two things which would make 
the production capacity of the [Jnited States as effective in 
a military way as it possibly could be right then and there. 

We were also devoting our efforts to making atomic weapons 
as they then existed more effective as part of a weapons 
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system for the country; in other words, an effort to maximize 
the immediate potential of the country. 

As I tare said earlier this was not to the exclusion 
of thermcnoolear work but it was the focus of achievement 
which was in the fission field. We would have had a hard time 
and unprofitable time and I think in the light of subsequent 
events, and it would have been an error and mistake to try to 
hash about in a field for which none of the basic technologies 
then existed, and at a time when there were very clear 
things to be done in the fission field. 

Q Beginning with the Presidential directive in January 
1950, did you thereafter receive additional personnel and 
additional funds and additional assistance in your work? 

A The laboratory has never lacked for funds. The 
actual request for funds has always been supported by the 
Commission and the Congress. The growth of the laboratory has 
been as rapid as we could make it subject to housing and the 
ability to draw personnel into our isolated area, and into the 
classified field. There was no immediate change in either 
dollars or personnel before or after the President's 
recommendation. It was a natter of growth. We did at that 
time carry out an active campaign to enlist the services of a 
number of the senior scientists of the country who had been 
with the project during the war, to see if they could come 
back on a year's leave of absence, and we were succewsful in a 
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number of these cases, and in a number we were not because 
they felt their task was more urgent in the instnuction of 
graduate students. 

Q Whether it was immediate or not, as a result of the 
presidential directive, was there an expansion in your 
facilities and personnel and funds? 

A As a result of the Presidential directive, I can’t 
say there was. I would say there has been an expansion and an 
increase of our funds continuously in the years from 1945 on 
onward. I would have to look at a graph of the actual dollars 
per year spent. I don’t have it with me. I would doubt if 
such a graph of dollars spent would show any significant 
fluctuation in the period we were talking about, except as a 
result of a test activity occurring in this year or not in 
this year. By this I do not mean that we lack support. We 
have always received from the Commission and the Commission 
from the Congress as much support as we could see our way clear 
to use in a justifiable fashion. 

MR. ROBB: Thank you, sir. 

MR. GRAY: I am sorry, Dr. Bradbury, that I am not 
through with my questions. 

When did you go to Los Alamos? 

THE WITNESS: I arrived July 4 or just about July 4 
of 1944. I first visited there some ti&e in June 1944 when 
I was about to be transferred there. Prior to that I was at 
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the United States Proving Ground at Dahlgren, Virginia. 

MR. GRAY: I have forgotten at what time some of 
these people whom we discussed in earlier proceedings , such 
as Lomanitz, left. I guess he left before you arrived? 

MR. ROBB: He was not at Los Alamos. 

MR. BECKERLEY: He was at Berkeley. Did you know 

that man? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

MR. GRAY: Did you know David Hawkins? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

DR. EVANS: Weinberg? 

THE WITNESS: Weinberg, no. 

MR. GRAY: What were some of the other names? 

MR. SILVERMAN: I don’t believe Weinberg was at Los 

Alamos. 

DR. EVANS: No, he wasn't. 

MR. GRAY*. You knew Hawkins? 

THE WITNESS: I knew David Hawkins, yes. 

. MR. GRAY: Did you know anything about his sympathies? 
THE WITNESS: At that time, no. I was unaware of 
his background until it was about to appear in the public 
notice. 

DR. EVANS: That is, it is perfectly possible to be 
about a man quite a long time and not know anything about his 
background? 
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THE WITNESS: It is perfectly possible. I knew 
David Hawkins in a friendly fashion. I presume I have had 
cocktails with him. I presume I have been to dinner with him. 

I never discussed politics with him and found him a vory 
loyal supporter of our activities there. 

MR. GRAY: Were you surprised when you read or heard 
that he had been a member of the Communist Party? 

THE WITNESS: I would say I was surprised, yes. I 
don't wish to have this interpreted that I was shocked. I have 
no idea of this. I had no reason to have any idea. 

MR. GRAY: Did you know Philip Morrison? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

MR. GRAY: Do you know anything abut his sympathies? 

THE WITNESS: I would say my personal contact with 
him was the same as with David Hawkins. I had more technical 
contact with him because he was very active in the design 
of one of our research tools, the so-called fast reactcr. We 
valued his professional advice extremely highly. I never 
recall discussing with him political problems. I was, I think, 
indirectly aware that he was not entirely sympathetic to 
the development of the atomic boris . But I don't think be was 
unique in this feeling among people who were about to leave Los 
Alamos. 

MR. GRAY: This would indicate that you couldInow 
an individual and see him frqqutntly, as Dr. Evans said, in 


complete ignorance of membership in the Communist Party? 

THE VJITNESS: I am sure this is certainly true. I 
knew Fuchs well. 

DR. EVANS: You did know him? 

THE WITNESS: I wouldn't say well. 1 am sure Fuchs 
has been a guest at my house, and has had cocktails at 
my house or perhaps even eaten dinner at my house. 

MR. GARRIStN: In Los Alamos? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. I must say in that case l was 
deeply shocked by what appeared to have been Fuch's activities 
at the time. This was a great shock to all o f us at Los Alamos. 

DR. EVANS: It was a great shock to everybody. 

MR. GRAY: There seems to be no question that he had 
a commitment to a foreign power, does there? 

THE WITNESS: I perhaps might have a slightly different 
interpretation of it. I think it must be said in fairness to 
Fuchs tliat he worked extremely hard and effectively for Los 
Alamos and this country. He appears to have a divided or 

double loyalty. I think his accomplishments at Los Alamos it 

must be said were very effective. 

MR. GRAY: This was the point I was trying to make 
in the question I asked you earlier, and when I asked you not 
to misunderstand the import of the question, that here is an 
example, Fuchs, himself, who at the same time could want 
Los Alamos to be a marvelously successful laboratory, and still 
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have loyalty to another country. 

THE WITNESS: I never saw in Fuchs anything other 
than to indicate a hardworking, effective, skilled physicist. 

I think it is agreed that his accomplishment at Los Alamos 
did assist the laboratory in the attainment of his objectives. 

DR. EVANS: He was a Dr. Jeckyl and Mr. Hyde. 

THE WITNESS: I have to admit a complete failure to 
understand Mr. Fuchs. 

MR. GRAY: Thank you very much, Dr. Bradbury. 

(Witness excused.) 

MR. gray: We will take a little recess. 

(Brief recess.) 

(The following portion of the transcript, pages 
numbered 1633 to 1677,inclusive, is classified and appears in 
a separate volume.) 
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AFTERNOON SESSION 2:30 P.M. 

MR. GRAY: Mr. Rowe, do you wish to testify under 
oath? You are not required to do so. I should tell you that 
all the witnesses to this point have. 

MR. ROWE: I would prefer to. 

MR. GRAY: Would you be good enough to stand and raise 
your right hand? What is your full na*ne? 

MR. ROWE: Hartley Rowe. 

MR. GRAY: Hartley Rowe, do you swear that the 
testimony you are to give the Board shall be the truth, the 
whole truth and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

MR. ROWE: I do. 

Whereupon, 


HARTLEY ROWE 

was called as a witness, and having been first duly sworn, was 
examined and testified as follows: 

MR. GRAY: Would you be seated, please, sir. 

It is my duty to remind you of the existence of 
the perjury statutes. I trust we need not discuss those here. 

You are familiar with them? 

THE WITNESS: I have read them several times, yes, sir. 
MR. GRAY: In the event, sir, that in the course of 
your testimony it becomes necessary to disclose restricted data, 

I should like to ask that you notify me in advance, so that 
we might take appropriate steps. 
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Finally, I point out to you that we consider these 
proceedings a confidential matter between the Atomic Energy 
Commission, its officials on the one hand, and Dr. Cppenheimer, 
his representatives and witnesses on the other hand. The 
Commission will take no initiative in releasing material to the 
press about these proceedings, and on behalf of the Board, I 
express the hope to each witness that he will take tho same view. 
Mr. Marks. 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. MARKS: 

Q Mr. Rowe, will you please identify yourself for the 
record? 

A In just what manner? 

Q Yonr present position. 

A I am vice president and director of the United Fruit 
Company. 

Q What is your profession? 

A I am an engineer. 

Q Will you describe very briefly your professional 
career in just a few sentences? 

A I started after graduation from college as an 
engineer with the Isthmian Canal Commission, which was later 
termed the Panama Canal Commission, and served there 15 years. 

I came back to the United States at the end of that 
time and entered in consulting service with a firm by the name 
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of Lockwood, Green and Compaoy, first in Detroit and then in 
Boston. I was with them about seven years, and then went to 
the United Fruit Company as their chitf engineer, and 1 have 
been with them ever since. 

Q When did you become a vice president of United Fruit? 

A 1928. 

Q Will you also describe briefly your original connection 
with war work, that is, World War II, and what it consisted of? 

A In 1940 I was connected with the National Dcfenso 
Research Committee, headed up by Dr. Vannevar Bush, Dr. Karl 
Compton and Dr. Conant. That was later made into the Office 
of Research and Development. 

I was chief of Division 12, which handled mobile 
equipment and naval architecture from 1940 dntil the 
conclusion of the war, and the conclusion of our reports in 
1946. I was also a consultant to the Secretary of War. I 
was a consultant on the Rubber Division of the War Production 
Board and several other short time jobs that I don't recall at 
the moment. 

Q What developments did you have a share in while you 
were with the NDRC and its successor? 

A The one that gained the most notoriety was the Buck, 
from that to the Weasel, which was a very light snow vehicle 
traveling over snow and over marshy ground. 

Q In your capacity as a consultant for the Secretary 
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of War, did you have any overseas assignments? 

A Yes. In May 1944 I was asigned to General Eisenhowea 1 *s 
staff as a technical advisor primarily for the purpose of 
bringing to the attentior of the field commanders and the 
troops there the military things that had been developed by 
OSRD up to that time. I served with him for about seven months. 

o Served with him? 

A With SHAEF for about seven months. 

Q What were the conditions under which you took that 
assignment? 

A There were two. One ordinary condition is that I 
requested I be introduced to General Eisenhower and his staff 
by a general officer, and second, that I thought I could be 
most effective operating out of channels and directly by 
a pipeline to Washington. 

I Why were you interested in that latter? 

A Principally because I don’t know how to operate 
through military channels. Secondly, that I felt I could be 
more effective and save a great deal of time — time was of 
the essence — and be much more effective to the field 
commanders. 

Q What were some of the things with respect to which you 
had any influence in that assignment? 

A Radar and radar controlled guns, the proximity fuse, 
and its introduction to conbat the buzz bonto, the infrafred 
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instruments that were used by the paratroopers to collect 
together after a drop. 

Q You have any difficulties persuading them to adopt 
these measures? 

A None whatever. 

Q After your assignment with SHAEF, what was your 
next connection with war work? 

A As soon as I returned to the United States from that 
work, 1 was notified that they wanted me to go to the Pacific 
and do the sane kind of work for General MacArthur. It had 
all been arranged with his consent under the same conditions. 
Before I could get away, Dr. Conant and Major General Leslie 
Groves came to me and said they had a job they wanted done 
and I told them I was afraid I couldn't do it, because I had 
already signed up, and they said this takes priority over 
everything you have been assigned to, so you better do what 
we want you to do. 

The only question I asked was whether cr not the 
assignment would be in the continental United StAtes or 
whether it would still be abroad. 

Q What was that assignment? 

A I was assigned as a consultant to General Groves and 
Dr. Oppenheimer in theprocurement of materials in the 
development of the A bomb, trying to be of what assistance I 
could to bring it to a conclusion An a predetermined date. 
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Q Where did you do that work? 

A In Los Alamos. 

Q How much time did you spend on it? 

A I spent a greater portion of my time commuting 
between Los Alamos and my office in Boston. I usually spent 
the weekends in Boston and spent from Monday to Friday in Los 
Alamos, or in some other city in connection with the work. 

0 During that period how well did you come to know Dr. 
Oppenheimer? 

A I was reporting more to him than I was to anyone else. 
I became very well acquainted with him. 

Q I take it during all of this period you continued 
your connection with the United Fruit Company? 

A Yes, sir. The only time I had a leave of absence 
was when I was in Europe. 

0 After the war what connections did you have in any 
role with the government? 

A I was made a member of the first General Advisory 
Committee in 1946, I believe, and served for the four year 
term to which I was appointed, from 1946 to 1950. I think the 
initial date was August or September and it ended in August or 
September. 

Q That is the initial date of the term was August 1946? 

A Yes. 

Q But you actually began your service early in 1947? 
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A No. As soon as I was appointed, 1 think we met within 
the next month. I am quoting entirely from memory, because 1 
kept no papers of any kind covering any of this confidential cr 
secret work that I <8d. 

Q In connection with your work on the General Advisory 

Committee in those first four years of its existence, did you 
again work closely with Dr. Oppenheimer? 

A After the conclusion? 

Q No, in that four year period. 

A We met once a month for two or three days and 
two or three nights. 

Q Do you recall the meeting of the General Advisory 
Committee at the end of October 1949? 

A Yes, sir. 

Q That would have been not long after the announcement 
of the Russian explosion of the atomic weapon? 

A I don't know whether they had their first atomic 
explosion or not, but your recads must show. 

Q To refresh your recollection, the announcement of 
the Russian explosion was at the end of September 1949. In 
all events, do you recall the session of the GAC at v/hich the 
subject of a crash program for the hydrogen bomb was the 
subject of debkte? 

A Ouite vividly, yes. 

Q Do you recall how the question came to you, how 
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the question came to the General Advisory Committee? 

A My recollection is that it was brought up by the then 
Chairman of the committee, and asked for — 

Q The then Chairman of the Committee? 

A Of the Commission, asking for the advice of the 
General Advisory Committee on whether or not we should enter 
into a crash program looking toward the development of the 
H bomb. 

Q Do you have any recollection whether that would have 
been an oral or a written request from the Chairman of the 
Commission? 

A I couldn't say. I never saw the written request 
that I know of. 

Q Would you give an account, as far as you can on the 
basis of your memory, and without getting into class if iod 
materials, of that meeting of the GAC, of its discussions 
and of your own views on the subject of the crash program for 
an H bomb? 

A My recollection is that it was a pretty soul searching 
time, and I had rather definite views of my own that the 
general public had considered the A bomb as the end of all 
wars, or that we had something that would discourage wars?, 
that would be a deterrent to wars. 1 was rather loath to 
eater into a crash program on the H bomb until we had more 
nearly perfected the military potentialities of the A bomb. 
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thinking that it would divert too large a portion of the 
scientific world aid too large a portion of the money that 
would be involved to something that might be good and it might 
be bad. 

Q As far as you yourself were concerned, did you have 
any qualms about tie development of an H bomb or the uso of 
it if it could be developed? 

A My position was always against the development of 
the H bomb. 

Q Could you escplain that a little? 

A There are several reasons. I may be an idealist 
but I can't see why any people can go from one engine of 
destruction to another, each of them a thousand times greater 
in potential destruction, and still retain any normal 
perspective in regard to their relationships with others 
countries and also in relationship with peace. I had always 
felt that if a commensurate effort had been made to come to 
some understanding with the nations of the world, we might have 
avoided the development of the H bomb. 

Q Did you oppose the actions that the Atomic Energy 
Commission was taking and with respect to which the General 
Advisory Committee was advising during the period between 1947 
and 1950 to realiso the full potential of the A bomb? 

A Will you state the qeestion again? 

Q Did you oppose the efforts that were made to realise 
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the full potential of the A bomb during the period 1947 onward? 

A Not knowingly, no. We were in that, and my earnest 
opinion was that wo should make the best of if. 

Q If you can, would you explain why on the one hand 
you supported the development of A bombs to their full 
potential, but at ;he same time held views that were in 
opposition to the II bomb? 

A I though! the A bomb might be used somewhat as a 
military weapon in the same order as a cannon or a new 
device of that sort, and that we perhaps could use it as a 
deterrent to war, and if war came, if we had all the potential¬ 
ities of it developed , we would be in a stronger position than 
if we only had the bomb itself without any of the other 
characteristic military weapons that were developed later. 

Q Why did you distinguish between that and the 0 bomb? 

A Purely as a matter of the order of destruction. 

The H bomb, according to the papers, this is not classified, 
is a thousand time!; more destructive than the A bomb, and 
you haven’t yet reached the potentiality of it. 

Q I am not clear whether you are saying that you felt 
that the B bomb was big enough for our needs. 

A I think the A bomb was exploited to its full capacity, 
yes. I don't like to step up destructiveness in the order of 
1,000 times. 

Q There has been talk that the H bomb had unlimited 
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capacity for stepping up destructiveness. 

A 1 believe that to be true. Whether it was portable 
at that time or not is another question. 

Q Could you describe, if you have ai y recollection, 
what influence otfeor members of the GAC had on your thinking 
about the H bomb? 

A Very little, if any. 

Q Did any of them have any particular influence? 

A I think I arrived at my conclusions even before the 

discussion came before the committee. 

Q After tho President announced his decision in January 
195Q to proceed with an all out program to develop an H bomb, 
you served on the General Advisory Committee for some months? 

A Yes. 

0 During that period can you state what your attitude 
was and what the GliC's attitude was about cooperating in this 
program which the Resident had announced? 

A 1 can onily state definitely what my attitude was, 
and that was that v/e had received a directive and we had to go 
ahead. From my observations of the other members of the 
committee, I don't think there was any lag Anywhere in either 
thought or deed, ''here were great scientific discussiar, which 
must necessarily take place before you can organize a procedure 
and ask for funds ::or the development of something that was as 
obscure at the moment as that was < 
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Q Did you ever notice anything that Dr. Oppenheimer 
did that was contrary to the course you have just described? 

A No, sir. 

Q I would like to turn now, Mr. Rowe, to a quite 
different subject. Have you had any experience with Communism? 

A You may be getting me into trouble, because I don’t think 
so. I have had fox* many years, and recently renewed, was my 
Q clearance. One of the questions I ms asked at that time 
was whether I ever xnew or associated with Communists. My 
answer was that I knew Communists in Central America, but I 
had not associated with them. I didn’t either know or associate 
knowingly with any Communists in the United States. Knowing 
that, I can answer /our questbn. 

Q Let us confine the question to Central America. 

What experience have you had in Central America? How often 
have you been down there? 

A I went to Central America first in 1904 and served 
15 years in those countries, and then came back and later went 
with the United Fruit Company in 1926, and I have made an 
annual trip to the tropics, with the exception of two war years 
— one of them was 1944 and the other was 1946. 

Q When you nale this annual trip, how much time do you 
spend in the various Central American countries? 

A I have to cover seven or eight countries, and it is 
usually two or threa weeks in each country. 
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Q Don’t answer this question if there is any reason 

from your own standpoint vhy you should not. Let me ask you: 

Is it a matter of business interest to you to know v/hat is going 
on in these Central American countries politically? 

A Oh, absolutely. 

Q Would you say that you are familiar with the situation 
in Guatemala. 

A I am familiar with all of the principal things that 
have taken place there. I don’t know of the every day detail 
in the country. I do know their pattern and that is, it 
follows a very distinct pattern. In my experience in other 
countries it always follows the same pattern. They start out 
by wanting to do something for the common people, and they 
usually pass v/hat they call an agrarian law, fihich allows the 
government to take up any lands that are not being used for 
other purposes for distribution among the population. 

Q Do you think you know in a general way what is going 
on in Guatemala anc! how the Communists are manipulating affairs 
there? 

A Yes. You will find that there are very, very few, 
if any, in elective office. Theyare always appointed, and 
they are in the policy positions only. Not often are the 
presidents of the countries Communist or Communistically 
inclined until they are in so deep that they can't get out of it. 

DR. EVANJS: Would you say that again? 




THE WITNESS: None of the countries with which I am 


familiar are any of the out and out Communists that report to 
the Internationale in Moscow ever elected to office. They 
don't run for office except very, very seldom. In 
Guatemala especially there is not a one of them that ia in an 
elective office. They get themselves appointed to policy 
control officers lower down than the Congress. You will find 
them appointed as judges very frequently. So that they can 
control the judicial and also the labor. 

BY MR. I LARKS: 

Q Mr. Rowe, I think it fair to say that the problem 
before this Board is one of formulating advice to the Atomic 
Energy Commission on the question of whether it would 
endanger the common defense and security if Dr. Cppenhoimor 
v/ere permitted to continue to have access to restricted data. 
In formulating that advice, the Board has to take account of 
the provisions of the Atomic Energy Act, which stated that the 
determination should be made on the basis of a man's 
character, losralty and associations. Do you have an opinion 
on this subject? 

A Yes, I do. 

Q Would ydu state what your opinion of Dr. Oppenheimc 
is in the background aZ the question I have asked? 

A I can only speak from ray acquaintance with Dr. 
Oppenheimer durinc; these years that I have outlined to you . 
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So far as I am personally concerned, and so far as my own 
observations go, Dr. Qppenheimer is no greater risk than any 
other American citizen except for one thing, and that is he 
has a greater know: edge of atomic fis&ion than anyone else 
that I know of in ;he country. If you are put in a position 
of knowing secret and top secret information, the more you know, 
the greater'risk you become, if you are ever in circumstances 
where you, as our boys have been in Korea — I don’t know 
how I would react, and I don't know how Dr. Oppenheimer would 
react to brutal treatment. But in the course of his associations 
in the United States, I would have no reservation whatever. 

Q Are you saying that you have no question as to the 
loyalty, character or associations? 

A None whatever, based on my associatio n with him. 

Q Have you taken into account in expressing this 
personal opinion the fact that at least up to some time in the 
early forties there is what is described technically as 
derogatory information, which means that there is an extensive 
record of associations with left wing and with Communist 
personalities and iffairs? 

A I haven'; reviewed that testimony thoroughly. I have 
only read what is in the papers. I have never discussed it 
with Dr. Oppenheimjr at all. Until I knew some more of the 
surrounding facts and reasons and the climate of public opinion 
at those times, 1 would not modify myj statement. 





Q Would At surprise you if he had such associations 
and engaged in such activities as I have indicated in that 
period that the mas you know, Dr. Oppenheimer, is a changed man? 

MR. ROBE- How as that again? 

(Question read.) 

TH3 WITNESS: There are realy two questions there. 

MR. MARKE: I think it is not a good question. Would 
you strike it out. 

MR. ROBB: Mr. Chairman, I am not objecting and don’t 
intend to, but a thought does occur to me that sometimes the 
questions are a little bit leading. 

MR. MARKS: I think I have asked enough questions, 

Mr. Robb. 

MR. GRAY: You are not making any objection? 

MR.' ROBB: I am not making any objection. I am 
just calling attention to that fact for whatever it may be worth. 

I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

MR. GRAY: Mr. Rowe, I was very much interested in 
your description of your feelings in late 1949 about the 
development of the H bomb. I think you made it very clear how 
you felt about it. 

I would : ? ike to ask you whether you ever, in thinking 
about our problem nnd what we should do in this country, 
whether it was a source of concern to you that the Soviet Union 
might be working and perhaps successfully, towards the 
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development of this kind of weapon. Perhaps my question is 
does that make any difference to you at all? 

THE WITNESS: It makes some difference, yes, but I 
would place more reliance on the proper use of the A bomb 
without the H bomb unless it developed as i did later that 
we had to g> into it as a deterrent. I don't think it will 
ever be used against our enemies. I am quite concerned as to 
whether we would ever use the A bomb or the A bomb artillery 
or other military weapons. 

MR. GRAY: Some withesses who have come before this 
Board have testified that the news of the Soviet success in 
early fall, whenever it was, September, announced in 
September — 

THE WITNESS: Ycumean last year? 

MR. GRAY: No, I mean in 194) , tfee A bomb of the 

Soviet. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

MR. GRAY: Some witnesses have testified that at 
that point they felt that we should do something to regain our 
lead, is the way it has been expressed, I believe; that we had 
a margin of advantage we thought over a possible enemy, and 
the one with wbm we would most likely be engaged in conflict 
if we became so engaged, that with the announcement of the 
Soviet explosion it appeared that the lead we had might dwindle 
and perhaps not continue to be a lead, and therefore something 
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should be done to regain it. Do I undersbnd your testimony 
correctly in thinking that you felt that proper exploitation 
of the weapon we already had and the knowledge we already had 
would have enabled as to maintain the lead, or was that 
important? 

THE WITNSSS: I wasn't thinking so much of the 
lead, but I thought it would be more effective, and wo would 
have a better balanced military arm, the Army, the Navy and 
the Air Force. Whatever you take away from any one of those 
three is going to unbalance them. A trade of the effort 
being put on the H bomb would detract from the things that 
needed to be done to get «w weapons so that in the next 
world war we would not be fighting the war with the weapons 
of the previous war, as we have in the last two. It seemed to 
me we had a much better chance militarywise in perfecting 
our A bomb weapons . You understand what I mean by the 
different kind off weapons? 

MR. GRAY: Yes, sir. 

THE WITNESS: Than it would be to devote that effort 
to producing something that was a thousand times worse in 
explosive power at least, and can only be used in my opinion 
in retaliation. I don't think it has any place in a military 
campaign at all. Then if you used it in retaliation, you 
are using it against civilization, and not against the 


military. 
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I have that distinction very clearly in ry mind. 

•I don't like to see women and children killed wholesale 
because the male element of the human race are so stupid that 
they can't get out of war and keep out of war. 

MR. GRAY: I would like to turn to something else 
for a moment. You have read General Nichols' letter and Dr. 
Oppenheimer's reply? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

MR. GRAY: Do you reel that your present conviction 
atoit Dr. Oppenheimer's character, loyalty and associations 
would be the same if you knew that the information contained 
in the Nichols letter by early associations was true. Would 
your reply still be the same? 

Let me repeat, Hr. Rowe, 1 am not saying that it is 
or is not true. Can you assume this derogatory information 
and still ariive at the answer you gave to Mr. Marks' question? 

THE WITNESS: I think my answer to that would be I 
would make it just that much stronger because people make 
mistakes and people in the climate of public opinion in those 
days which was quite different than it is now — we know a 
great deal more than we did then — 1 think a nan of Dr. 
Oppenheimer's character is not going to make the same mistake 
twice. I would say he was all the more trustworthy for the 
mistakes he made. 


MR. GRAY: Let us not use Dr. Oppenheimer's name 


in the next question or in reply to it. Do you feel that 
a man might have been in the late Thirties or early Forties 
a member of the Communist Party and in 1954 not be a security 
risk with respect to the most highly classified information? 

THE WITNESS: That is rather hard to answer 
categorically, but a great many men would be a better risk. 

I would not say that they would all be a better risk. 

MR. GRAY: What you are seeing is that it is possible 
for a man to have been a Communist and to have so completely 
renounced that that he would not be a security risk in later 
years? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, that is what I am trying to 
say. Remember we all had an opinion durirgthe depression 
days that our government was lacking in some respects. It 
was discussed in almost every meeting of men that got together. 
We did not seem to know how to cope and cope quickly with a 
condition that was facing us. There were all sorts d 
opinions, that we should follow the British constitution, 
that we should do this, that we should do that, we should do 
the other. One characteristic solution that I heard was 
that you should arm every other man with a pistol and let him 
go out and shoot one man, and that would cure the unemployment 
in very short order. Those points don't come from the heart 
or from the mind. They are just discussion. 

MR. GRAY: I believe you indicated that you felt 
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that a man Vahc had had no Communis t associations might 
logically be expected generally speaking to be a better 
security risk than one who might have had such connections. I 
don't want to mate a statement that does not represent your view 
at all. 

THE WITNESS: I can't answer that for everybody. 

MR. GRAY: I think you were careful to say that it 
would be important to know who the individual was. 

THE WITNESS: And how he reacted to a mistake. 

MR. GRAY: I think I can ask my next question which 
will cover what I am driving at. You would urge that the 
government would take whatever chance there was in a (Situation 
tith an individual who might have had these associations and 
who apparently had renounced them. You would say if there is 
any chance the government ought to take it? 

Excuse me, Mr. Rowe, I am really trying to get what 
your view is. This obviously is the kind of question that this 
Board must ask itself. 

THE WITNESS: I understand your predicament. 

MR. GRAY: I am doing a very poor job of putting my 
questions. I am net experienced in this kind of procedure. 

THE WITNESS: In a great many instances the man would 
be a better risk knowing more about the Communistic Party. 

I think if I had known more about it in 1930 and 1940, I would 
have acted quite differently in my business in connection with 





my company and in treatment of government officials in these 
countries which, have now become Communistic. I would have a 
better understanding of what the thing was all about. 

MR. GRAY: Again, without asking you to consider 
that this refers to Dr. Oppenheiraer, would your reaction as a 
citizen of the United States be necessarily unfavorable if you 
knew that the United States Government had given access to 
classified material to a former Communist if you were 
satisfied with the individual? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir, that wouldn't worry lie a bit. 

MR. GRAY: I think you have answered the question 
which I have had quite a time putting to you. Dr. Eva^s. 

DR. EVANS: I have .just one question. You understand 
the position that this committee is in, don’t you? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, I believe I do. 

DR. EVANS: I hope you do. You are a man that has 
had essperience, and you know what you are talking about, 

I have just one question to ask you. It is not quite the same 
as the Chairman was asking you. 

If you had a lot of secret information in your mina, 
and you had some friends that were Communists, would you be 
in a more dangerous oosition than if you didrft' have those 
Communist friends? 

THE WITNESS: You probably would, yes, sir. 


DR. EVANS: That is all I have to ask. 





MR. GRAY: Mr. Marks, do you have any other questions? 

BY MR. MARKS: 

0 You used the expression, Mr. Rowe, in answer to 
some questions that were asked by the Chairman "better security 
risk." 

I am not sure I understood what you meant by the 
term "better security risk." Let me put it this way. What is 
the difference between a man who is not a security risk i 
your opinion and a man who is a better security risk? 

A His character. 

Q Which of those two men would you trust most? 

A The man I thought had the best character. 

Q What I am trying to get at is — it is just that 
It don't quite understand the sense in viiich you arc using the 
term — would you trust most the man that you regard as a 
better security risk or the man whom you simply regarded as 
not a security risk? 

A What I was trying to bring out is that there are 
different degrees: of security risks. The more secret informa¬ 
tion a man has, the more likely he is to get in difficulties 
if then it came to a point where he was subject to torture. 

That is what I was trying to distinguish between a small 
amount of secret information and a large amount of secret 
information. 

MR. GRAY: A man with the greater amount would 




involve a greater security risk, that is what you said? 

THE WITNESS: That would be his personal risk. 

BY MR. MARKS*. 

Q Do you t link based on your experience with Dr. 

Qppenheinter he would have any difficulty, as you know him today, 
in exercising discretion not to reveal secret information or 
iriormalLon he ought not to reveal to unauthorized individuals? 

A I certainly do. I trust him implicitly. 

MR. RCBB: I have no questions. 

MR. GRAY: Thank you very much, Mr. Rowe. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

(Wit ness excused. ) 

MR. GARRISON: May we have a *ort recess? 

MR. GRAY: Yes. 

(Brief recess.) 

HR. GRAY: Do you wish to testify under oath? 

DR. DnBRIDGE: As you wish; whichever you prefer. 

MR. GRAY: You are not required to, but every witness 
who has come has done so. 

DR. DuBRIDGE: Yes, I will be glad to. 

MR. GRAY: Wist is your full name? 

DR. DuBRIDGE: Lee Alvin DuBridge. 

MR. GRAY: Lee Alvin DuBridge, do you swear that 
the testimony you are to give the Board shall be the truth, 
the whole truth and nothirgbut the truth, so help you God? 
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DR. DuBRIDGE: I do. 


Whereupon, 


LEE ALVIN DuBRIDGE 


was called as a witness, and having been first duly sworn, v/as 
examined and testified as follows: 

HR. GRAY: Would you sit down, please, sir. 

I must mention to you the existence of tho perjury 
statutes. I assume you are familiar with them and it is not 
necessary to review them. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

MR. GRAY: I should like to ask that if at any time 
during your testimony it bee canes necessary to refer to or 
disclose restricted data that you will notify me in advance 
so that we might take certain appropriate and necessary steps. 

THE MTNSSS: Yes, sir. You wish the answer even 
if it does include restricted data. 

MR. GRAY: Yes, that is correct. If you can answer 
a question without referring to something of that sort, let us 
know and then we will find out whether to put the question or 
net to put it. I should point out to you that we consider 
this proceeding a confidential matter between the Atomic 
Energy Commission and its officials on the one hand, and Dr. 
Oppenheimer aid his representatives and witnesses on tho other. 
The Commission will undertake no initiative in release of 
information about these proceedings. On behalf of the Board, 


I express the hope to each witness that he will follow the 
same course. 

Mr. Garrison. 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. GARRISON: 

Q Dr. DuBridge, will you state your present position? 

A I a,n the president of the California Institute of 
Technology in Pasadena, California. 

Q Would you tell the Board what government positions 
you have held and now hold? 

A The list that I have held is somewhat long. 

Q Just the main ones. 

A I don' t have the ocmplfcte list before me, but among 
them, the ones I would consider pertinent are the following: 

I was appointed by the Presiddnt in 1946 as a member of the 
General Advisory Committee of the Atomic Energy Coxnriasion for 
a six year term which expired in 1952. This term was 
coincidental with the term of Dr. Oppenheimer and Dr. Conant. 

I am now Chairman of the Science Advisory Committee 
of the Office of Defense Mobilization, a committee whiih 
was established under the chairman ship of Dr. Oliver Buckley, 
some two or three years ago, and I succeeded Dr. Buckley as 
chairman a little over a year ago. Dr. Oppenheimer has been 
a member of this committee also. 


I was fcr a term a member of the Naval Research 
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Advisory Committee of the Department of the Navy and a member 
of the Advisory Panel of the U. S. Army. 

For a teim I was also a member of the Science 
Advisory Board to iSie U. S. Air Force. 

Those I think are the principal advisory positions 
I have held since the war in the government. 

Q What has been the general nature of your acquaintance 
with Dr. Oppenheimcr? About when did you first meet him? 

A I met hin first some time in the Thirties as a 
physicist at Physical Society meetings and seminars. My first 
clear recollection is hearing him talk at a seminar at the 
University of Minnesota. I saw him occasionally during the 
Thirties at Physical Society meetings, but was not intimately 
acquainted with hin. 

In 1S39 I spent the summer doing research at the 
Radiation Laboratory at the University of California, just as 
a summer period of relaxation and refreshment, and work and 
became a little bit better acquainted with him personally at 
tliat time. At least on one occasion I was invited to his home. 

During tie war 1 was at MIT in tlae Radiation Laboratory 
there which had nothing to do with the Radiation Laboratory of 
the University of California. We were working on radar. I did 
not see Dr. Oppenht:imer during that period very much, sin© he 
was at Berkeley and later Los Alamos. 

The beginning of what I would call our close 





friendship, however, occurred in May 1945, when he requested 
that I come to Lor. Alamos with one of the members of our 
Radiation Laboratory to consult with the Los Alamos staff on 
some of the electronic and production problems which wore 
being faced by the Aos Alamos group, and particularly to 
discuss which members c£ the electronics group at MIT might be 
transferred to Los Alamos to assist in their work. 1 spent a 
weak at Los Alamos at that time. 

Following the war when we both became members of 
the General Advisory Committee, we also became what I consider 
to be good friends, and our friendship has continued since that 
time. 

During the last years since 1946, I have frequently 
been a guest in his home and have seen him in Washington, 
of course, at many meetings where we have spent long hours 
together in the meeting room and outside. He has visited 
Pasadena. He was incidentally a member of the faculty of the 
California Institute of Technology when I arrived there as 
president in the summer of 1946. However, shortly thereafter 
he left to assume his present position at the Institute for 
Advance Study. So for a short time we were associated in 
Padadena. Does that cover the situation? 

0 Yes. Of course, he has been with you on the Science 
Advisory Committee. I think you said? 


A 


That is correct, yes, 
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0 I want tc ask you a little about the work of the 
General Advisay Committee from its inception up to the October 
1949 meeting. 1 vault to ask you a few questions about that 
meeting and then a few questions about what happened in the GAC 
after President Trmaan gave the go-ahead on the all out program 
for the H Borah, 

We haive had a good deal of testimony already on these 
subjects. I don't expect an exhaustive discussion from you, 
but I would like you to tell the Board a few of the things 
that stand out in your memisry during the period from the 
beginning of the GAC up to October 1949 in the way of 
recommendations made by the GAC to the Commission and what part 
Dr. Cppenheimer played in that effort. 

A As you are aware, this is a very large subject, and 
I can only repeat a few things that crane to mind that would 
seem to me to be pertinent. If I may say so, Mr. Chairman, it 
is my understandirg that the object of this hearing is to 
secure information that casts light on Dr. Cppenheimer as a 
loyal citizen of the United States, and as a good security risk. 

Some of the things that might have happened in GAC 
arguments back and forth, I think are irrelevant to that 
question. 

MR. GRASS Did you say irrelevant? 

THE WITNESS: Irrelevant to the question of security 
risk and loyalty. But I will start back with the beginning 


Wien the General Advisory Committee first was 


assembled, at its : irst meeting early in 194 1 ? it was apparent 
to us largely fron the reports which Dr. Oppehheimer presented 
to the General Adv.sory Committee, but also reports wo received 
d:i*ctly from the Director of Los Alamos, that the Los Alamos 
Laboratory was in a state of very considerable disruption. The 
end of the war- ha c brought about the desire on the part of the 
scientists there, a lajge number c£ them, to return to their 
universities or thoir industrial positions, and to resume their 
normal scientific careers and a very large number of course 
d:Ld that. 

This left the top level positions of Los Alamos, 
many of them vacant. They were quickly filled by bringing 
up younger men, but these were men with lesser experience and 
less maturity. Tine departure of many key scientists of course 
left the laboratory in a state of demoralization. 

There had been a year’s lag between the end of the 
war and the passage of the Atomic Energy Act, a year in whiSt 
uncertainty about the future of Los Alamos and the atomic 
energy project wan current. The members of the Los Alamos 
Laboratory did not know what their future was to be as 
individuals or their function in atomic energy work. This was 
true of other laboratories, too. Therefore, the General 
Advisory Committee considered this as an important function in 
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getting started and this came in a question asked by the 
Atomic Energy Commission: How can we restore, reestablish, 
strengthen the Los i.lamos Laboratory as an effective weapon 
development laboratory. 

It was evident at that time the most important thing 
that the Atomic Energy Commission faced was how to bring the 
atomic weapons work back to full strength. It was evident to 
us that peacetime application^ of atomic energy were somewhat 
remote, would be somewhat difficult to proceed with st that 
time and that in view of the shortage of raw materials, tlie 
shortage of scientists, it was clear that the weapons program 
was the most important program to push forward, and the major 
job was how to strengthen Los Alamos, get better men there, 
and give themen who were there the maximum amount of scientific 
help. 

Repeatedly this question came before tie Geeera1 
Advisory Committee in session after session during those two 
years. It was always evident that the Chairman of the General 
Ad/isooy Committee was among the most insistent, that this 
was our job, to help Los Alamos and strengthen the weapons program 
at Los Alaihos. 

A spraial. weapons committee was appointed, a 
subcommittee of the GAC, \vhich I was not a member of, which 
paid visits to Los Alamos following the* weapon program. Dr. 
Oppenheimer and Dr. Rabi and Dr. Conant were on the committee. 




and have or will tell you more about the wrk of that committee. 

The objective c£ all members tf the General Advisory 
Committee, especia ly under the leadership of our Chairman, 
was the strengthening of the U. S. military position in the 
field of atomic we pons, and doing thisby asirrg otr scientific 
experience and tec inological work in process in Commission 
laboratories bearing on the weapons program especially at Los 
Alamos. 

It was also evident to us that a critical ?x>ttlencck 
in the prediction ct more and better atomic weapons was the 
availability of raw materials, plutonium particularly. So we 
discussed and made recommendations to the Commission at various 
times at various meetings for the expansion and improvement 
of the production facilities at Hanford. We felt it was quite 
important to increase the rate of production of plutonium and 
to expand the neutron yield of the Hanford reactors, and to 
increase the plutonium production there. 

At various times we made recommendations, some of 
which eventually ware adopted; others were not. 

These natters of improving our weapons position and 
our fissionable materials position engaged a very large 
section of the attention of the General Advisory Committee 
during those days. We discussed also how the general 
scientific picture of the country would be strengthened 
especially in the nuclear physics and nuclear science areas 
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through the Atomic Energy Commission support of scientific 
activities, throng?* a fellowship program and so on. But never 
fur beneath the surface of our discussions was the question 
of military strength of the United States in the atomic weapons 
field. 

I may say that throghout the discussion on the 
General Advisory Committee we had many long and earnest 
discussions. f/e usually mot for three days at a time and 
often went through the evenings, always informally in the 
evenings if not formally, and it was a very hardworking 
committee. Always was the feeling of urgency and of concern 
tliat we should advise the Commission properly in ways that would 
strengthen the United States. 

There were disagreements at times, of course, among 
members of the committee. That :Ls the reason you have a 
committee rather than one person, so that different points cf 
view can be represented. These points of view were brought 
forward frankly and given full discussion in all cases. But 
in the end almost Invariably the recommendations of our 
committee were unanimous. 

There were occasional minority reports. These were 
never suppressed. But they were also written up when they 
seemed important and wished by the minority members and 
sent to the Commission along $ith the majority report of the 


members of the Ccm iittee. 




This is the general tone and tenor of the discussions 
of our committee. 

Q Do ycu b&' e any comment on Dr. Oppenheimer ’ & part 
in all this? 

A Even ii ;*r. Oppenheimer had not been officially 
elected chairman e; ch year, and if I may say so, he resigned or 
attempted to resign each year, feeling that a new chairman 
should be elected, the committee unanimously rejected his 
recommendation every year, and asked him to continue Id serve 
ajj chairman. He was so naturally a leader of our group that 
i>; was impossible :o imagine that he should not be in the chair 
Ho was the leader of our group first because his knowledge of 
the atomic energy work was far more intimate than that of 
any other member of the committee. Be had obviously been 
more intimately involved in the actual scientific work of the 
Manhattan Project than any other person on our committee, 

Ho was a natural loader because we respected his intelligence, 
hits judgment, his personal attitude toward the work of the 
Commission, and the committee. Of course, without saying 
wo had not the faiatest doubt of his loyalty. More than that, 
we felt, and I feel that there is no one who has exhibited his 
loyalty to this country more spectacularly than Dr. Oppenheimer 
Howas a natural and a respected and at all times a loved leader 

of that group. 

At the sane time I should emphasize that at no time 



did he dominate the group or did he suppress opinions that did 
not agree wife his om . In fact, he encouraged a full and 
free and frank exchange of ideas throughout the full history 
of the committee. That is the reason we liked him as a leader, 
because though he did lead and stimulate and inform us and 
help us in our decisions, he never dominated nor suppressed 
contrary or different opinions. There was a free, full, frank 
exchange, and it was one of the finest committees t?at I evor 
had the privilege to serve on for that reason. 

Q Coming row to the October 29, 1949 meeting at 
which the question of the crash program for the H foesnb was 
discussed at great length, do you recall how the topic of the 
socalied crash pregram for the H bomb came up to the GAC? 

A This is a matter of recollection of a particular 
thing that happened. I will have to tell it in rather general 
terms though I am sure the records of the committee must he 
available to you. 

It is ray recollection that as the committee assembled 
for this meeting, we were informed by the Chairman that a 
question which was before us for consideration was whether a 
large undertaking should be initiated by the United States. 

Q You say the Chairman? 

A The Chairman stated to the committee. 

Q The chairman c£ — 


A 


The Chairman of our Committee, Dr. Oppenheimer, 



stated to the Advisory Committee that a matter we shoeId 
consider was the question of whether the United States should 
embark upon a large production program aimed at the production 
of hydrogen weapons, and the particular version of the 
hydrogen weapon wJich was then called the Super. This production 
program involved first — 

Q May I gc back a minute to ask you whether the members 
of the AEC met with the GAC before you went into your meeting? 

Met me ask you the question, are you talking now about tho 
meeting of the GAC members themselves, or are you talking 
about the beginning <£ the session which, as I understand it, 
the practice was that the members of the AEC met with the GAC. 

A I am sorry I don't recall that particular mooting. 
Sometimes we met will the members of the Atomic Eneegy Commission 
at the beginning of our session, sometimes in the middle or 
at the end, or sob* times several times. I just simply do not 
recall whether in this particular session we met with tho 
Commissioners first. I am sorry I do not recollect that. I do 
have a vivid reco3lection of Dr. Oppenheimer presenting to us 
the question, when the Commissioners were not present, only 
the committee was assembled. Dr. Oppenheimer presented to the 
committee this question: Shall we advise the Commissiorto 
embark opon this program? This proposal involved the 
construction of large reactors designed for the production of 


tritium. 




At this point, Mr. Chairman, I am not su re whether 


what I want to say contains''restricted material or net. 

I think [ could perhaps just ask you a few questions 
that will avoid that, because we have had quite a little 
testimony about what happened, and I want to bring out just a 
few points. 

1 would li£e to ask you a few questions about the 
report itself. I understand about the report, but what 1 want 
ta ask you about is the two annexes, one signed by yourself 
and Dr. Conant and Dr. Oppenheimer and Mr. Rowe, as I recall, 
and the other by Dr. Rabi and Dr. Fermi. Perhaps 1 have left 
out somebody off the majority. Do you recall who drafted the 
so-called majority annex? 

A I think it went something like this. May 1 go back 
just a moment? Afftor this question was posed by Dr. Oppenheimer 
to the committee for its consideration — and I will not attempt 
to state the full technical content of that question at the 
moment — Dr. Oppenheimer asked the members of the committee 
if they would in tarn around the table express their views 
on this question. The way in which the committee happened to 
be seated at the table, I was either the last or the next to 
last to express my views. 

The Chairman, Dr. Oppenheimer, did not express his 
point of view on this question until after all of the rest of 
the members of the committee had expressed themselves. 





It was clear, however, as the individual members did express 
their opinions as we went around the table, that while there 
weee differing poirfcs of view, different reasons, different 
methods of thinking, different methods of approach to the 
problem, that each member came essentially to the same conclusion, 
namely, there were better things the United States could do 
at that time than to embark upon this Super program. 

Q These diteussions I take it ranged asr several 

days. 

A This par icular phase was in one session in one 
half day. Later after we had gone around the table and 
expressed our opinion, we then elaborated and explored, 
wrote up drafts, argued about them, redrafted and so on, for 
at least two days. But to get the problem before us, the 
Chairman simply asled each member of the committee to make a 
brief statement, aid I suppose each person took five to ten 
minutes or thereabouts to express his views. 

After they were all on the table, the Chairman said 
he also shared the views of the committee. W© then discussed 
the question of hoy to stale our views and our recommendations 
most Effectively to the Commission. 

It was o.i this subject of how our general conclusions 
could be most effestively and clearly stated thata very 
substantial discussion went forward for the next day or two. 

It is my recollection that Dr. Conant and myself 
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and possibly at least one other were on on© committee to make 
a draft, and that J>r. Ratoi and Dr. Fermi were asked to make 
another draft. These two groups retired and prepare! their 
respective drafts, and came back to the committee mooting and 
read them. 

We criticised each other's draft, made suggested 
changes and discussed the question at greater length and 
eventually came out with these two versions. 

Q There lias been testimony here as to the views of 
different members of the GAC. I don't want to ask you to 
attempt to reconstruct in detail the majority anne:: which is 
not in the record, but I would like to have you state to the 
Board as simply as you can your recollection of the position 
which you held at the time on this abject, how you felt about 
it, and why. 

A Recalling as nearly as I can, projecting my thoughts 
hack five years or four and a half, it went something like this 
First, though I was not intimately familiar with the technique 
of the atomic and hydrogen bomb design, it wag; my impress ion 
that the Super design, which was then being considered, was 
a design which it was not clear would be operable. At least 
it was in too ear$ a stage to embark on a large and expensive 
peogram. In other words, there were technical reasons why 

a crash program at that time seemed unwise. 

\ 

Secondly, it was clear in my mind that the fission 




weapon program was pregassing quite well, that better designs 
of fission weapons had been developed over the two or three 
years immediately preceding that time, that both larger in 
point. of view of energy and smaller fission weapon;; had been 
evolved, and were designed and still further progress was 
rapidly being made. That we were, in other words, rapid!, y 
attaining a position of great strength in the fission weapon 
field. That some of these fission weapons were very much 
larger in their energy release than the original fission weapons 
ejjploded over Japan. That very much more efficient way?; c-f 
using our fissionable material had been found so that our 
stockpile with a given number of pounds of fissionable material, 
had greatly multiplied, and was in the process of being fur the? 
multiplied. 

Therefore , it was to the best interest of the United 
States to proceed as rapidly as possible to continue this 
development and improvement of our fission weapons so that our 
stockpile would be more effectively used, and our weapon 
strength would be f urther increased for a variety <£ military 
purposes. Small weapons for tactical purposes, and very large 
weapons for strategic purposes. 

MR. ROBB: Is this the majority report? 

. THE WITNESS: This is ny view as I recall it at the 

time. 


MR. ROBB: This is the separate opinion of Dr. DuBridge, 
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and the other gentlemen who joined with him? 

MR. GARRISON: I am not asking him to recollect in 
detail the precise order of language and so forth in the 
majority report. 

MR. ROBB: I understand. I want to have it clear in 
the record if we can which particular report he was talking 
about. 

THE WITNESS: As I.understood the qsestion, it was 
to give my own views as to the hydrogen weapon at the time. 

To some extent these were reflected in the teport, to some 
extent they were not. 

MR. ROBB: I see. 

THE WITNESS: If we made any mistake in our 
reports, the mistake was in not amplifying and giving our 
views. I think we made our reports too brief, and therefore 
they were not understood. Therefore, much of what I am saying 
is opinion I held as I recall it, and I am not sure just how 
much was written down. Only a small part ctf that actually. 
Therefore, there were technical reasons for not thinking that 
the Super was ready for production. There were important 
reasons for thinking that there were more fruitful things at 
Los Alamos, and the other laboratories could proceed cnthe 
fission program. 

The fission weapon program was that such that a 
very large destructive power was in our hands, and it was net 


clear to me that the thermonuclear weapons would add in 
significant ways to that destructive power. 

Finally, there was a question of whether the United 
States could not find a better way of strengthenin';, rather 
than deteriorating its moral position with the rest of the worl 
It seemed to me and to some other members — X think all cf 
the members cf the committee — that if the United r inter, 
instead of making a unilateral announcement that it was 
proceeding with this new and terribly destructive weapon, .shoiu 
instead say to the world that such a weapon may be possible, 
but we would like to discuss methods of reaching agreements 
where no nation would proceed with the design and ooiTtri 
cf such a weapon. 

It seemed to me at the time that the moral position 
of tho United Statos in the face of the rest of the world wedd 
be better if we took that kind of a stand rather than making 
a unilateral announcement that we were proceeding with this 
new weapon of mass destruction. That as I recollect it was the 
background of my thinking at that time. 

I must say that I cannot claim credit for originality 
in these thoughts. These thoughts evolved from my 
discussions with the other members of the committee. Bat as 
nearly as 1 can reconstruct my thoughts at that tire, that is i 

BY ME. £ tRRISOF: 

Q After this October meeting you bad another meeting in 
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the f irst week ia December and resumed the discuss!-on a , did you. 
not? 

A Yes. 

Q After Presiafeat Truman's direction to proceed with 
the program, did the GAC under Dr. Oppenhelmer's chairmanship 
cooperate and try to carry out the President's directive, and 
if so, in general what did it do? 

A During the October meeting and during all the time 
immediately following that before our next meeting, 1 should 
make it clear that the only objective of the committee - and 
I am confident, of its chairman ~ was to increase the strength 
of the United States. All of the arguments and recommendations 
were aimed at that end. There was not the slightest question 
about that in any of our minds. If there were differences of 
opinion, these wore honest differences of opinion as scientists 
and had nothing to do with our objectives in improving the 
position of the United States morally and physically. Though 
our recommendations as transmitted to the Commisslonwero not 
accepted by the President of the United States, when v?o next 
met the announcement off the President of the United States was 
made, as I recall, during our meeting, and it was then clear 
to us that the decision of the United States had been made, 
that it was our job then to collaborate and cooperate fully 
in carrying forward this decision. 


From that time forward I recall of no argument within 



the committee but that we had only one duty, and that was to 
implement the decision of the government in proceeding with 
this project. 

0 Did Dr. Oppenheireer agree with that? 

A Fully a:id completely. 

Q Do you rant to say anything more about v/hat the 
committee itself actually did to help implement the program? 

A This was a matter mostly of technical ac;: innoo tc 
the 1-os Alamos laboratory in which 1 personally w,’;.: not 
competent to part icipate. By discussing the progrjes wi : ;h the 
’semtoers of the Los Alamos Laboratory and others li’:o Dr. 

Bans Bethe, I think substantial assistance was rord once? by 
Members of our coismittee individually and collectively to the 
program. I think a conspicuous piece of assistance to tfeo 
thermonuclear program was a conference which flr. Cpponhaimer 
called at Princeton, I believe in June of 1951, a ; vhic'i time 
the purpose of this conference was to review the entire 
technical status, of the thermonuclear program. 

The members of the General Advisory Commit tee were 

all invited to this conference, and the members cf the 

Commission. In addition, a number of the key staff members of 

Los Alamos including Dr. Bradbury, consultants of Lon Alamos, 

or three 

including Dr. Be the and Dr. Teller. This conference) lasted two/ 
days, I have forgotten which, and was a long and extensive and 
intensive examination of the technical problem of the thermonpoio&r 







program. 


There were many technical ideas which had been 
considered which wore then being considered and being 
examined, and these were all laid out, and discussed in great 
detail, with an attempt to find cut There is the fount and most 
promising line of procedure with what was known at tir\t time. 

I believe thst this conference was a held at un¬ 
critical time and ms a critical and important assistance to 
clarifying ideas of the technical problems involve :, and 
illustrating the next steps in the theoretical and erperkeniaX 
program of the laboratory. At various times during the months 
and years that followed, we were asked to give technical 
opinions on various aspects of the thermonuclear program 
and we did this as earnestly and carefully as we coaid. 

Our objective was always to help the Commission in 
its work and since its job was to carry fewward this program 
we considered it a$v job to help. In this, as in every other 
matter, the Chairman was our leader in this effort. 

Q Mr. Walter Whitman testified this morning about 
visiting SHAEF in connection with the Vista Report. I believe 
you were the head of the Vista Project? 

A Yes, sir. 

f And you accompanied Mr. Whitman and Dr. Opponheimcr 

and Dr. Lauritsen on this trip to Europe? 

A That is correct. 







Q I don't want to go into the details because it here 
was a good deal of testimony about it. I would jus ; ask you 
in a general way whether Dr. Qppenheimer contributes] in aay 
respect to the use ulness of this project? 

A I think If I may, I would like t o say a word 
about the Vista Project. This was a project which the Air 
Force, the Array an.I the Navy asked the California “Institute 
of Technology to undertake, to exaine sow© of the ^rollers 
being faced by the Air Force and the Army, particul r y the 
collaboration between the Air Force and the Army in tactical si:, 
operations. It was broadened to include the general operations 
of the Army and Air* Force problems. 

A substantial group was assembled at the California 
Institute of Teefentlogy during the summer of 1951 to 
examine these problems. We made extensive trips te Army, 

Air Force and Navy installations, had a very large number of 
Army, Navy and Air Force officers visit the Institute, to 
discuss and give u; information and background on those 
problems. As the late summer came along, the group which had 
been assigned under the chairmanship of Dr. Robert Each or, then 
a member of the California Institute staff, tc examine the 
use of atomic weapons in Army and Air operations and had 
made substantial progress in their thinking about the 
tactical usas of them. 

This was on the potential battle of Western Europe. 
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In order to make ok.* problem definite, we examined v?feat night 
happen in Western Europe in case off a Russian invasion Art© 
that area and what weapons and techniques the Army, Davy and 
Air Force could use in combating aeh an invasion. 

One group, as I say, under Dr. Bacher had tire 
special responsibility in asking to what erxtent and ±v what 
way and under what conditions would atomic weapons bo useful 
in such a battle. 3y the end of the summer & fairly complete 
cliapter of our final report had been prepaired on tho subject. 

Dr. Bacher and Dr. Christie and the others on this 
group suggested to me that it would be useful to t’romif Dr. 
Oppenheimer could be invited to come out and spend a little 
time with the Vista group to consult further on this subject. 

At our invitation Dr. Oppenhoiaer did come to Pasadena, and 
wo discussed this subject at greet length. He was of assistance 
in taking the draft of the chapter which had already boon 
prepared and discussing die best method of presenting it, and 
threshing out further ideas and assisting the group in 
clarifying this idea and preparing a final draft. 

Duing the course of tho Vista discussions, many 
problems came up in regard to the battle of Western Europe 
where we did not ha© the information about organisation, forces, 
the NATO structure and the NATO problems, and we thought it 
would be helpful, after assembling our own ideas, if wo could 
go over to Europe and consult thte leaders, General Eisenhower 

I 



and the other leaders, of the U. S. Forces in Europe, to £;et 
the information which they had available and to discuss with 
them their thoughts about the battle of Western Europe, Slit 
should occur, 

I think it was during a discussion at which Dr. 
Oppenheimer was present, at which we were exploring ideas with 
John McCone, who either at that time still was or had 311 st 
retired as Assistant Secretary of Air Force under Mr. . Pinletter 
John McCone urged this trip and offered to assist us in 
arranging it, and i ; was finally arranged through the Secretary 
of Defense, Mr. Lovott, that a group of the Vista Project 
people headed by myself and after some discussion the other 
members of the group to include Dr. Oppenheimer and Dr. 
Lauritsen, to go to Europe, and Dr. Lovett offered the 
facilities of the Department of Defense to make this trip 
possible, appointed Mr. Whitman, who was then Chair: ;a; of the 
Research and Development Beard, to make all the administrative 
arrangements and to adeempany us on behalf of the Secretary of 
Defense. 

The four of us then went to Paris in the fall of 1951 
I think November. He went to Paris. We saw General Eisenhower 
on two occasions and we went up to Weissbaden and met with 
General Norstadt and Air Force officials. We went to 
Eeidleberg and net with IT. S. Army commanders, returned 
I am sorry, General Norstadt has headquarters not at Weissfonder 
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but at Fotenbleau, south of Paris, where General Norstr.dt was 
located,and we discussed things with him there. 

Through a LI these discussions with the Arry as to 
thair problems with tanks, mines and the possible maneuver© 
which they would onlergo to avoid atomic attacks toy the 
Russians, the ways in whihh they would try to focus and funnel 
a!nd channel an eneir/ attack so that it would be a good atomic 
target, the problems which the Army faced in laying mine fields, 
and so on, the problems which the Air Force faced in having 
enough air planes, the right kind of airplanes, cooperating 
with the Army and so on, in all these discussions all four 
of us took an active part. 1 felt these discussions wore very 
illuminating. They helped us firm our own ideas that went into 
the final Vista report. 

General Eisenhower’s thoughts were particularly 
helpful. We had lunch with him and a long discussion with him 
on the general problem of the defense of Western Europe. It 
was obvious that the group was well picked, I felt. Dr. 
Lauritsen and Dr. Cnpenheimer and Mr. Whitman were 11 
important contributors to the effectiveness of our discussions. 

Q To what extent, if you know, and if you don’t, tell 
us, have the recommendations of the Vista Report been put 
into effect? 

A To what extent have they been? 


Q Yes. 






A 


It is rather interesting that Dr. Lauritson is at 


this moment engage l with a committee whlh has been onfciblished 
at the request of :he Chief of Staff of the Army to- cr.anine 
into this question of how effectively the Army is implementing 
the recommendation ? of the Vista Report. He is now visiting 
Port Monroe anc! font Bragg, .i believe, in an attempt to find 
out, which of the 7ista Report recommendations are being 
implemented and how effectively. A report is to be undo to th. 
Chief of Staff of the Army on this subject within the nonrt 
two weeks. 

Q In general has there been a movement toward tho 
equipment of the forces in .Western Europe with atomic weapons? 

A I think in the field of atomic weapons tho Vie it a 
Report was one of the first reports strongly to ©mphanino 
the potential importance of atomic weapons in tactical air 
operations. There had been many in the Array and in the Air 
Force who advocated the use f atomic weapons for this 
purpose and a number of officers discussed the use of atomic 
weapons with the members of the Vista staff. We became 
convinced that atonic weapon;> were available and more of 
different varieties would be available in the future small 
enough to be carried by small aircraft, and therefore useable 
tactical operation;!, close-in operations against enemy 
tactical installations, troop concentrations, tank columns, 


supply dumps, tactical air f ields, and so on. 
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We strongly advocated that the Air Fore© and tlie Array 
examine more carefully this potentiality of using the smaller, 
type of atomic weapon, smaller in physical dimension, as well 
as in yield, for these tactical air operations. We were not 
allowed to say in the report hew much, fissionable rate rial 
the United States possessed at that time, though scro rentiers 
of our group knew. We were therefore not able to Xiurtrato 
quantitatively the argument which we felt was sound, that the 
time had approached or would soon be here when there van 
sufficient fissionable material so that the strategic roods 
could be met and also material bo made available for tactical 
uses. That time is certainly here now. 

We felt that it was here in 1951, at least when 
plans should be made for using some of our supply of 
fissionable materials in tactical operations. This was one 
of the features of our report, that is, advocating in roue 
detail how it could be done, and under what conditions and how 
must economically and effectively our fissionable ratcrial 
could be used in assisting in the defense of Western Europe. 

Q Without going into details and without touching 
upon classified maaerial, have those recommendations been 
carried out to any extent? 

A To the host of my hnowlege, and I an not fully aware 
of the present plans — I will be in Paris again next weok 
and may find out more about it — the idea of the tactical use 



of atomic weapons has now long been accepted as an -important 
and essential tact Leal idea and operation. I believe that the 
Vista Report had s one influence on this. Whether it did or 
not, at least by new tactical air operation with the usso of 
atomic weapons is m accepted te chnique and doefri ;. 

0 You laasve read General fichols ’ letter of Decernsor 23 
1953. Y u have read the items of derogatory infer:.;§t.'.on in it 
Assuming that thos3 items of derogatory deformation wore true 
and without saying whether they 3.re or not, what would your 
opinion be as to the loyalty/ of o?r. Oppenheimer, er.copt for 
the hydrogen bomb allegation which I left out for purposes of 
this question. 

A You prefer to leave them out. 

Q Yes. 1 think that is of a different character. 

A It has always been, ever since reading this letter 
of General Nichols, difficult for me to see how any of the 
allege.tions there! a had any significant relevance to the 
question of the Loyalty and integrity of Dr. Oppenhoimor. 

Some of the statements made in that letter having to do with 
acquaintances and issociations atod friends Dr. Oppenheimer has 
said were, of course, true. 

Q May 1 Just for a moment remind you that the Atomic 
Energy Act requires the Board to consider character, 
associations, and loyalty. Ilavi ig this frame of reference 
that the Board hero must consider, the character, associations 




r, 

aid loyalty of Dr. Opperi&eiiaer, A* detexm ining whether or.? net 
his continuance of his clearance would endanger the nuiiornl 
safety, having in .lind the past associations set h in the 
letter, having in nind whit you know about Dr. Qppt.nhcinor*n 
cliaracter, having in mind what y.:u say that the cor ■!; ir.uar.ee 
of his clearance would to any degree endanger the rational 
safety? 

A In no degree whatsoever. 

Q On what do you base this j udgment? 

A in the f:.rst place, those associations that era 

mentioned were those of many, many years ago. As 1 uncarstard 
it, they have largely long since been terminated, in fit least 
one case by death. In the second place, these were rather 
natural associations of a person who had strong human interest 
interests in human rights and human liberties and Imran welfar 
who had strong revulsions against the growth of dictatorship 
in Germany, Spain .andItaly, and who wanted to express hits 
opposition to sisch violations of human liberty as l a regarded 
these dictatorship;;. Pie therefore found himself aroag others 
of like minds, sosao of whom it turned out were possible 
members of the Comnunist Party. But this was only a natural 
exhibition of his deep interest in human beings and in human 
liberty and had nothing to do with his devotion to this 
country, or nothin.^ adverse to do with this country. 

In the second place, it'’seems to me that to question 




the integrity and loyalty cf a person who has worked hurt! 
and devotedly for his country as Dr. Qppenfceiraer hr on such 
trivial grounds is against all principles of human justice. It 
seems to me whatever his ideas and associations wore in 1935, 
is quite irrelevant in view cf the last years since 1941-43, 
during which he has shown such a devoted interest t the welfare 
security and strength of the United States. Whatever.* mis taker.:, 
if they were mistakes?, and I do not suggest that they were, that 
were made in the Thirties hate well teen washed out and the 
value of a man like Dr. Opperhelaser to his country has boon 
adequately and repeatedly proved. 

It would be in my opinion spinst all principles of 
justice to now not recognise the way in which his loyalty lias 
been proved in a positive way through positive contributions. 
Furthermore, this country needs iron of that kind, and should 
not deprive itself of their services. 

Q I think I should pit tils question to you because 
it is something that I want you to boar in mind when I ark you 
tc give me your final judgment. 

You are familiar w: th the Chevalier incident as 
recited in the Comission's letter. 

A That is ay only familiarity, what I read in the letter 
Q Supposing that it lad teen shown here tha\ after 
Dr. Oppenheimer had had the conversation with Chevalier that 
for several months he did not report the incident to recurity 



officers, that after he had heard from the security officers 
at Los Alamos that they were concerned about espionage at 
Berkeley that hn his next trip to Berkeley he told the security 
officers about Elteston, did not i*eveal the name of Chevalier 
and declined to do so. Supposing it was further 
established that he told the security officers that his friend 
whose name he would not reveal had contact with the Russian 
consulate and that there were microfilm facilities for trans¬ 
mitting information, and that the friend had approached 
three different persons, two or three, three, I think, nhd 
suppose that these were untrue statements about the consulate, 
the microfilm and the three persons, suppose that he was 
again urged after having been urged by the security officers 
at Berkeley to reveal the name of his friend, he was again 
urged by Colonel Lansdale and again declined, he was again 
urged by General Groves and said he would not do sc unless 
ordered; General Groves said he didn't want to order him to 
do it, asked him to think it over; General Groves saw him again 
and said he would have to order him if he would not reveal 
the name, and at that point Dr. Qppenheimer revealed the name 
of Chevalier. 

I am not trying to ask you now to do anything more 
than to assume that you had that set t£ facts before you. Yfcui 
your oonclusion still be the same as you h®e expressed it 


here to the Board? 



ME:, RCBI3:. Mr. Chairman, I don't object to the 
question, but I wish it to be recorded that my failure to 
object does not imply or import that I endorse the complete 
accuracy or fullness of the hypothesis stated by Mr. Garrison. 

MR. GARRISON: I quite understand that. To carry 
it further I would have to read the whole testimony. 

t®. ROBB: I understand. I don't want to debate it. 

MR, GARRISON: 1 want to give Or. DuBridge the 
nature and character of the problem, 

THE WITNESS: May I ask one question on your assmption? 
In what year was this supposed to have taken place? 

BY ME. GARRISON: 

Q 1943. You would regard that seriously, I take it? 

A I would want to examine this situation very seriously 

and what you said a out the assumption obviously does not 
include all the facts. I assume therefore you wish me to 
answer this from the point of view of my knowledge of Dr. 
Oppenheimer's character and integrity, and my statement would 
be without hesitation that I would say that these acts which 
he is supposed tc> have committed in no case stem from any 
disloyalty to the United States, but possibly a mistaken 
but nevertheless a sincere and honest belief that this was the 
best thing to do at the time. I just know that Dr. Oppenheimer 
is loyal to his friend and loyal to his country, that he is 
honest, but has a humane feeling, that if he did these things 
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it was with a sens*! that a loyalty to a friend was important 
bat was not in con ’lie t w'ih any loyalty to the country at that 
time. 

C Do you t link that today if tie were asked by security 
officers to reveal information which they believe to be iaportan 
for the security of the country, that fee would decline to do so 
even if a friend were involved? 

A I am sure that at any time if he had felt a loyalty 
to his country was involved, he would have done what reared to 
be the proper thing to reinfocce that loyalty. 

Q I am asking you today, leaving aside whether fee 
thought that his friend was innocent or not, if he were told 
by security officers that in their judgment the interests of 
the country required knowledge which he had about friend, 
would he put the interests of his country ahead of the 
friendship? 

A I am confident that he would. Me have all learned 
a great deal about security problems! in the last ton years. 

UR. GAMISON: That is all. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

BY MR. F QBB: 

Q Doctor, do you think that loyalty to a friend 
justifies the giving of false information to a security officer 
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A 1 would not wish to do that myself. 

Q You would not do it, would you? 

A I don * t t link so . 

Q In fact, you can't conceive of any circumi:tancos 
under which you would not? 

A I wouldn't say that 

Q It is lard to think of any? 

A First, it is hard to project ourselves back ton 
years as to what the situation was like then. None of us had 
any very keen appreciation of the problems of security and 
secrecy at that time or what was involved. I cannot say arder 
no circumstances would I be reluctant to give away or give 
information about a friend if I were personally convinced that 
this information had nothing to do with the country’s welfare. 

I would try to cooperate with security officers under all 
conditions but I cannot say that under no conditions would I 
be reluctant to give such information. 

Q That was not quitery question. My question was 
whether or not you would feel that lojralty to your fiend justi¬ 
fied you in lying tc a security officer. 

A No, I would not feel so. 

Q The standards of honesty were the same in 1943 as 
they are now, weren't' they? 

A Presumably. 

0 Doctor, I was interested in your discussion cf the 


Vista matter. As 1 understand it, what was it called — a 
committee? 

A It was called a pi*eject. 

Q That project took place in the summer of 1051. 

A That is correct. Cur report was completed :la early 

IS 52. 

0 You said Dr. Cppenheimer was not there when "he pro¬ 
ject commenced, is that it? 

A That is right. Eg was a me Tidier of the staff of the 
project only for a relatively short period. 

Q I believe he came out in about November? 

A I believe it was before that, but I do not remember 

the dates. 

Q I don't know exactly either. 

A I think it was the latter part of the summer, 

Septefoer. 

Q Do you recall it was Chapter 5 of the report that 

dealt with atomic bomb matters? 

A That is correct;. 

Q Bid Dr. Cppenheimer prepare an introduction to that 
chapter? 

A Dr. Cppenheimer collaborated with the other members 
of the committee that were responsible for Chapter b in 
developing Chapter 5. He did not write either the first or 
the last draft of that chapter. E© assisted in the preparation 
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of one or two intermediate drafts. 

Q Was there a tine in November \fen the group was 
reviewing the report as a whole wi th you presiding? 

A Immediately after our return from Europe? 

Q No, sir, 2 am talking about before you went to Europe. 

A We had weekly meetings reviewing various chapters stti 
various parts of tho report. I don't know which one you are 
referring to. 

Q I realize it is hard to project yourself back. 

A We had many meetings and I was Chairman of most of them. 

Q Perhaps I can refresh your memory. I am informed 
that on November 13, 1951, when the group was reviewing a 
draft of the report that you announced that Dr. Qppenheimer had 
prepared a portion of the introduction to the report. Do you 
remember that? 

A I don't recall the exact incident but it is quite 
possible I did, because he did prepare a draft of a part of 
Chapter 5 at that time. It was not the final draft, but it 
was an intermediate one. 

Q la* informed that you stated that; you considered 
that to be a great document, and you felt confident it would 
be accdpted without amendment. Do you remember that? 

A No, I citin't. 

Q I am not trying to lead you into something, but 
trying to find out whether tliat coincides wth your memory. 



A 


I don't rnraember that meeting or the statement. 

At the time I certainly did have the opinion that the draft that 
Dr. Oppenheimer helped prepare of the introductory portion of 
the chapter was a fine contribution to the Vista work. I 
believed that and I still believe it. 

o Was that draft which Dr. Oppenheimer helped to 
prepare incorporated in the draft which #ou took to Europe? 

A It certainly was incorporated in it, but a am sure 
there were probably changes in the wording between that tine 
and the time we went to Europe. In other words, there were 
continuous changes in the wording of all parts of the report. 

Q By the way, at those meetings in November, was General 
Quesada present? 

A General Quesada participated in some meetings. 

Q Did General Quesada undertake to make available to 
your group his report on the so-called Greenhouse test? 

A I don't recall. 

Q In the draft Dr. Oppenheimer helped to prepare, 
the introduction to the report, was any reference to 
thermonuclear weapons made? 

A In the intooduction to Chapter 5? 

Q Yes, sir. 

I) This is a natter of record whether there was or 

was not. I don't racall. Certainly in some drafts, and 

1 believe in the final report there was a reference to 
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thermonuclear weapons. 

MR. ROBB: I might say, Mr. Chairman, I a:n undertaking 
to do this on an unclassified basis for the benefit ctf counsel. 

I suppose ultimately I will nave to ask the Doctor some 
questions on a classified basis and read scmee&tr&cis I have 
here, but I don't want to do it if I can help it, because want 
Mr. Garrison to hear it. 

THE WIUESS: Do you have notes on it? 

MR. ROBB: Yes, I have. 

MR. GARRIIQN: I don’t :;ant anything withheld from 

the Board. 

MR. ROBB: No, but I an: trying to keep out of the 
classified area. 

MR. GRAY: Let ns see if you can do it unclassified. 

THE WITNESS: Did I make clear ir my answer to that 
question I don't recall at what :$tage or what draft reference 
to the thermonuclear weapons cam? in, but there was a 
reference and only a passing one, as I recall. 

BY MR. RC SB: 

Q Do you recall that subsequent to the November meeting, 
that draft of Chapter 5 erths introduction to it was amended? 

A It was amended many tines. 

O Was it amended subsequent to that meeting in November's 

A Since I don't recall the particular meeting, I can't 
answer that specifically. I can not even recall at the moment 
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the date on which ws departed on our trip to Europe. May I 
as Is if that date is available? I don't have that date. 

MR. GRAY: I®. Robb, do you have it? 

MR. ROBB: 1 am loosing now to see if I can find it. 

THE WITNESS: These wer e matters of continuous 
study and drafting tnd redrafting and changing and finally we 
got a version-which we lock to Europe. We redrafted pieces 
of it on various chapters while we were in Europe as a result 
of our discussions. We came back and redrafted many parts 
again in the light of what we had learned, and finally got a 
i report which we all agreed was the best we could do, which was 
submitted then to the Defense Department. 

BY MR. Iter©: 

r I have a note here, Doctor, which may assist you 
that you returned from your visit to Paris and reported to the 
Vista group dn the 18th of December, 1951. That might help 
you fix the date whan you went to Paris. At your meetings in 
California in the summer and fall of 1951, did you confer with 
General Quesada? 

A Yes, we asked General Quesada to come and discuss 
those variou; matters with us and at our invitation he did come. 

Q Did you have any report from General Quesada on the 
Greenhouse test? 

A As I say, 2 just don't remember. We certainly talked 
with General Quesada about atomic tests. Whether the 
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Greenhouse test was specifically reported on as such, I don't 
recall. 

Q Was the Greenhouse test exclusively atomic or 
wasn't that thermonuclear in part? 

A I don’t know. 

MR. 3ECKERLEY: Tie public record is that it included 
experiments in thermonuclear. 

MR. ROBB: The answer was that he didn't know. 

(Record read by the reporter.) 

THE WITNESS: One reason for not recalling is that 1 
never can remember the code words for these various tests. 

BY MR. ROBB: 

Q I can't either. 

A Whether General Quesada reported, or not, we 

certainly knew through various channels because I was still 

a member of the General Advisory Committee at the time about 
the Greenhouse test. 

Q Doctor, do you remember — I don't expect you to 
remember the date, but I will give it to you to assist you — 
on April 30, 1952, having? lunch with Dr. Rabi, Mr. David 
Griggs, Mr. Garrison Norton and Mr. William Burden at Mr. 
Burden's house here in Washington? 

A Yes. I carit confirm the date, but I remember 
approximately that time and I have only had lunch there once 


with that group. 



Q Do you recall that you and Dr. Rabi on that 
occasion expressed some opinions concerning H bomb development? 

A We had a very vigorous discussion of this question, 

yes. 

c Would yon undertake, please, sir, to give us the 
opinions that you and Dr. Rabi expressed? 

A It is a little difficult to try to recall a 
conversation of two years ago. If I do recall, they were not 
substantially different from the ones I have already expressed 
here previously in regard to whether or not the thermonuclear 
weapons were important additions or were not to the military 
potential of the United States, and questions, if so, under 
what conditions they could be used. If you have any specific 
questions about the statements I cade — 

Q I can understand how hard it is to remenfoer. Do you 
recall you and Dr. Rabi saying in substance that you thought 
that there were two things that were more important than 
H bomb development, the first being a concerted effort of the 
best minds in this country toward peace with Soviet Russia. Do 
you recall something like that? 

A That is quite consistent with what I might have said. 

Q Do you recall Dr. Rabi saying together with Dr. 

Oppenheimer and Dr. Lauritsen that fee, Dr. Rabi, would press 
for action in accordance with plans that they were preparing, 
and that they were already in touch with the State Deportment 
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on the subject. 

A I don't recall that. 

Q Do you recall anything like that? 

A I have a faint -recollection at this time that 

there was a committee at work in the State Department on 
exploring new approaches to ai agreement wife Russia. I had 
nothing to do with that committee. Though it is quite possible 
that Dr. Rabi said something: abort it, I ara inclined to feel 
that I probably did not express any opinion about it since I did 
not have personal knowledge about it. 

Q I was not suggesting that you did. I was asking 
if you recall Dr. Rabi saying: something about going to the 
State Department on the subject. 

A It is not impossible tlat he made such a remark. 

Q Do you recall that was Dr. Rabi 'is feeling at the time? 

A I think it probably was, namely, that because of the 
terrifying implications of A bombs and thermonuclear weapons, 
it was desirable to make another attempt to find away to 
avoid using them. 

C Do you recall either you or Dr. Rabi or both of 
you expressing an opinion tlx t ti e second thing which was more 
iriportant than H bomb development" was more emphasis on having 
a good air defense? 

A We certainly emphasized the importance of an air 


defense, yes 
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I believe at that luncheon meeting you said you had 
quite a go-around with these gentlemen. 

A VJe had a very vigorous discussion with Mr. Griggs. 

Q Yes, yot pu t it nore delicately than I did. 

A I didn’t mean it hat way. Our discussion was 

primarily with Dr. Griggs, who disagreed with Dr. Sabi and my¬ 
self very violently on sons points. 

Q Dr. Griggs con{3nded that Dr. Oppenheimer ?aad got the 
GAC to soft pedal the thermonuclear development, didn't he, 
and you said that was not so? 

A That is correct. 

MR. GARF.ISCN: Mr. Chairman, could I just ash 
what is the general nature of the document that Mr. Robb is 
reading from? 

MR. ROBir. I am sorry, it has top secret stamped 
all ever it, Mr. Garrison. 

MR. GRAY: Do you wish to make any point of this? 

MR. GARRISON: No. 

BY MR. I.CBB: 

Q That war the bone of contention between ycu in 
general, that Dr. Griggs said Dr. Oppenheimer and the GAC had 
not fully supported work on the thermonuclear and you and Dr. 
Rabi contended that the GAC had consistently supported it and 
emphasized it? 

A Essentially that is correct. Griggs made what we 
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considered to be false statements, that the GAC had impeded 
thermonuclear development. We both emphasized strongly 
that neither Dr. Ofpenheimer nor the GAC had impeded the 
development of thermonuclear weapons. On the contrary, from 
almost the opening day of the; GAC's existence, its Chairman and 
its members had recommended to the Coasmis sion that thermonuclear 
research proceed and be implemented and strengthened at Los 
Alamos. We did not feel at the time that the time 1950 was 
ripd for the production effort, bat we always advocated the 
research and development effort. Our difference of point of 
view with Dr. Griggs, as 2 recall, was that he felt that the 
thermonuclear weapon development and production was Ho. 1 
priority for the country. We felt that improving our fission 
weapon program and improving our defenses were just as 
important, if not more important at that time. 

Q This was 1952? 

A Yes. 

r Was that the view of Dr. Oppenheimer at that time,too? 

A It is a little hard to speak as to what his opinions 
were at any particular moment. I think in general we have 
agreed with each other. These were tedhnical matters of 
priority and I must insist that at all times Dr. Oppenheimer, 
myself, Dr. Rabi ard the others had only one objective in 
mind," that was strengthening the moral and physical and 
military position of this country. We had no other thought. 



MR. GRAY: Excuse lie. At on© point I am gcicg to ask 
for a recess, but 1 don't want to cut you off in the middle 
o:? one thing you want to pursue. 

MR. ECfSB: I have one question and then 1 think we 
might take a recess;. 

BY MR. ROBB: 

C Doctor, you testified that the recommendations off 
the Vista Report wore carried out and are still being carried 
out, is that right" 

A In so far as the tactical use of atomic weapons is 
concerned. There are some other recommendations which were 
not. There are others that had nothing to do with atomic 
weapons which are being carried out. 

Q Were those recommendations to which you referred 
the same as the recommendations in the draft whMi Dr. Qppenheiirer 
helped prepare in the fall of 1931 at Pasadena? 

A I believe so. 

MR. ROBB: This is a good time to stop. 

MR. GRAY: Let us take a few minutes recess. 

(Brief rscess.) 

( (The following portion of testimony, numbered pages 
1747 through 1750, is classified, and appears in a separate 


volume.) 
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BY MR. ROBB: 

Q Doctor, I want to ask you a couple of questions and 

I want to assure you that wten I ask you, I have not the 

slightest intention of being offensive or suggesting the 
slightest impropriety on your part. Did you volunteer to be 
a witness here? 

A I am trying to recall how it came about. I would 

have been glad to volunteer. I think I probably said to Dr. 

Oppenheimer or his counsel that if there is anything 1 could 
do to help, I would be glad to do so. 

Q Did you in that connection with helping undertake 
to raise a fund to assist Dr. Oppenheimer in this matter? 

A The newspaper reports in that connection are 
mistaken. As near as I can tell, the origin of that statement 
was that at the Cosmos Club here in Washington one day a few 
weeks ago, several friends- SEiid, "Would it not be nice if 
Oppenheimer's friends chipped in $100 each to raise a fund to 
assist him in the expenses of his hearing?” We agreed that 
this would be nice, and maybe somebody should see the best way 
of doing it. The matter dropped there, and that is the last I 
heard of it until 1 saw the statement in the paper. I do not 
know where they got that information that I was organizing a 
fund. I did not and was net and am not. After the thing 
appeared in the paper I received many tetters, however, with 
checks from individuals who read it in the paper and sunt in 
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their contributions. 

Q I was sure you wanted to have the record clear on it. 

A I returned all these checks to the donors. 

Q Were the friends you were talking to any of the 
other witnesses who appeared here? 

A Some were and some were not. 

Q Who were the ones who were witnesses? 

A I do not know who else have been witnesses, as a 
matter of fact. 

i Could you tell us who the friends were? 

A Dr. Rabi, I believe, was present at the time the 

discussion went under want, and Dr. Bacher. 

Q Dr. Fermi? 

A Dr. Fermi was not present. Mr. Trevor Gardner. 

Q Who is he, sir? 

A He is the Assistant to the Secretary of the Air 
Force for Research and Development. I believe that is his 
title. He is a civilian engineer who was formerly associated 
with the General Tire and Rubber Company. 

Q Was that the group? 

A Dr. J. R. Zacharias of MIT was another member. I 
think it was actually Dr. Zacharias who raised the question. 

Q Was that luncheon for the purpose of discussing this 
case, if we can call it such? 

A No. This was just an informal grouping at the Cosmos 
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Club. The occasion was the last meeting of the Advisory 
Committee, ODM, of which I am Chairman. These others that I 
have mentioned, except Mr. Gardner, arenembers of that committee 
and we happened to be in town together. Gardner had at our 
request appeared before the committee that day to discuss 
some matters so he joined some of us at the Cosmos Club for 


dinner. I believe. This was a friendly discussion, wouldn’t 
it be nice if we could help our friend. 

Q Yes, certainly. About when was that, Doctor, in 
March? 

A May I refer to my diary? 

C Yes, sir. 

A I think I can give you the exact date of that last 
meeting. I believe it was the 12th or 13th of March. 

Did 3 ’ou see or tall: to Dr. Oppenheimer about that time? 
Did I see or talk to him? 

Yes. 

I believe I called him on the telephone just to 
ask hew things are going and to wish him well. 

C Was he in Washington? 

A He was in Princeton. I am sorry, no. I called him 
at Princeton, but they found him somewhere in Washington and 
I tailed to him on the phone. 

Q Did jrou see him? 

A I did not see bin. 



Q What was the sut stance of your conversation? 

A 1 just saidTEobcrt, how are things going?'' It was 
only a friendly conversation, attempting to egress confidence 
in lain and cheer bi;m up if possible. 

q Did Dr. Oppenheimer tell you how things were going? 

A ffe only said it was not a very pleasant experience 

that he was going through. 

Q Anything more? 

A Nothing more relating to the substance of this case. 

Q That is what I mean. Substance? 

A That is right. 

Q What was said about the case in addition? 

A Just what I said, as I recall. It was not a very 

pleasant experience for him to be going through. 

Q Would it be on that occasion that you suggested to 
him that you testify or had you previously? 

A K had already pxeviousLy discussed testimony with 
his counsel before that time. 

0 Have you since discussed your testimony with 

counsel and with Dr. Opperheimer? 

A Have I discussed the testimony? 

Q Yes. 

A 1 have not seen Dr. Gppenheimer just before I came 
here today. I have discussed of course the testimony with his 


counsel. 
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Q You understand I am not trying to pry into your 
affairs;, but I think these ire matters which the Board ought 
to have on the record. 

A Yes, sir. 

C Old you discuss tk© case after that with Mr. Gardner? 

A .Did I discuss the Qppehheiner case? 

Q Yes, sir. 

A After that tine? 

Q Yes, sir. 

A I have not seen Hr. Gardner — I. think he did come to 
Pasadena shortly afterwards — yes, he did, on another business 
trip, a ad I think we probably did discuss it. Mr. Gardner has 
been very much interested lr> it, very much disturbed tat 
a man so fine and so loyal should be accused, and he has been 
very anxious to discuss the case. We did discuss it. 

Q Has he been active in assisting Dr. Oppenheimer, 
do you know? 

A As Mr. Gardner been active in assisting? 

C> Yes, sir, in any way. 

A I do not know whether he has seen Dr. Oppenheimer or 
not, or his counsel. I Just don't know. 

Q Has fee ever told you that he was doing some work for 
Dr. Gppenheimer? 

A Mo, fee never has. 


MR. ROBB: That is all I cars to ask. 





MR* GRAY i Dr. EuBridge, I ain going back now briefly 
to October 29, 1049. Would you consider the two annexes to 
the GAC report in conflict with one another? 

THE WITNESS: Certainly not. Their conclusions were 
the same. They were slightly different approaches to these 
conclusions. Dr. Ibihi aid £v. Fermi emphasized one aspect cf 
the argument, and the rest of as emphasized another aspect. 

It was my feeling that -these were definitely not in conflict, 
but only bringing out different points of view, which led 
essentially to the same conclusion and recommendation. 

MR. GRAY: There is something in your testimony 
that led me to ask whether rr could mke this kind of 
distinction with respect to what w© have been calling the crash 
program. You know what I-moan when .1 say that. 

TEE WITNESS: Yes. 

MR. GRAY: I 1hink this kind of distinction has only 
perhaps just come clear .to are. Could there be a distinction 
between a crash program for the development of a thermonuclear 
weapon as distinguished froaa a crash program for the production 
of same? 

THE WITNESS: Of course, yes. 

MM.. GRAY: Your position ms that there should be 
no crash program for the production? 

TIE WITNESS: That is correct. 

MR, GRAY: did you favor a crash program for 



development? 


T1IE WITNESS: rod the continuation of the 

research and development pro ;■? \ <» at Los Alamos.. We felt that 
it was going along pretty cell. We recommended against at that 
time a crash prog-on ?o:r -to .< *. :r, in this case research and 
develops®nt I uto tnpyVh c n. > Loth aspects are involved. 

But the research and deceiopceai programs cere in progress at 
Los Alamos. 

MR. GRAY: That was going as fast as it possibly 

could? 

TM WITNESS: We it was going along reasonably. 

MR. GRAY: There was nothing that could be done to 
speed up flat to get into s crash production program? I am 
trying to get it clear in my mind because I am still a little 
confused by the different points of view that are expressed 
about this thing. I can undc-ratand it better if this is a valid 
dis ti notion. 

THE WITTtS* S’ In .«> : i. :lon it is. The research 
program began away back — was some talk about thermo¬ 

nuclear programs daring the "cc;-. as you know. I am informed though 
I was; not present at the first discussion of thermonuclear 
prograsos was at & scr ;$or 11 ; V .? of ’sMch Dr. Oppenheimer 
was in charge is ■which ffts ideas of thermonuclearxeaction 
were discussed. When I was in Lob Alamos in 1945, the idea off 
thermonuclear explosions was ikon described to me in the 





general nature of the kind c£reaction one might have. At 
various times we receiver! reports from Los Alamos in the 
General Advisory Committee meetings as to the progress on 
research on thermonuclear reactions. It was my impression 
that this research ms going forward, that there were some very 
difficult technical obstacles, but that the research and 
development was moving forward. It nas not my intention at 
least in making this reccmmensVvfcion and signing it that this 
research and development effort should in any way be slowed 
down, but should be continued >— 

MR. GRAY: At the same pace? 

THE WITNESS: At the same pace, and if possible, 
expanded if additional people could be found. We did not at 
any time recommend stopping the effort at Los Alamos. 

MR. GRAY: Thai is clear to me that you didn't 

stop it. 

THE WITNESS: Or slowing it down. 

MR. GRAY: Or lowing it up. 1 am wondering whether 
it was a natter of discussion in the GAC as to whether 
something more might be one in research and development short 
of production than was hiring done. 

THE WITNESS: gain, it is a little difficult to 

project the opinions bad. to that time, but as I recollect 
my own views on it they were that the thermonuclear program was 


proceeding satisfactorily', that it was a difficult decision of 
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priority as to whether additional effort — that means men — 
should be transferred into the thermonuclear program as 
compared to the fission program, which was also proceeding 
beautifully, and was resulting i n substantial improvements in 
cur stockpile position on fission weapons. 

There was a delicate balance there as to whether 
more good people — it took very good people at that time 
to make any good contribution to the thermonuclear program — 
should be asked to transfer from the fission to the thermo¬ 
nuclear program. I think it skald also be made clear that 
these two programs are by no means independent; that a thermo¬ 
nuclear explosion is quite impossible without an extremely 
effective and large fission explosion initiating it. The 
thermonuclear and fission programs were very closely related, 
and going forward hand in hand as they must necessarily do. 

In our opinion it was not a scatter of real conflict 
butthere was a matter of balance. We felt that very important 

fission programs were under way that should not be slowed down. 

BY MR; GRAY: 

Q And they might have been slowed down by more 
emphasis on research and development with respect to the 
other weapons? 

A They could have been. 

Q I want to discuss a little bit with you, if I may, 
your views with respect to loyalty. This follows some direct 


questions put to you 
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It is my recollection that you stated at one time 
in the day that you felt that former associations were 
irrelevant. If that is net a fair summary, I wish you would 
correct me. In any event, you felt that in this particular 
situation they are not relevant. 

A I was confining; my remarks to the particular 
associations mentioned in the allegation in this case and to 
the individual in this case. 

Q Dr. DuBridge, Cal Tech has a lot of government 
sponsored research. 

A Yes. 

Q Is some of it classified? 

A There are two parts to our research, if I may eiifiain.. 

One large project which is operating off the campus about five 
miles at the government owned installation. Cal Tech operates 
it. That is a classified pooject on rockets. 

On the campus where our students are, we have 
essentially no classified work in progress. We avoid it on 
the campus. There are one or two pieces of equipment, wind 
tunnels, to which classified models are occasionally brought 
for test and so for a while a classification screen has to be 
set up around. But by and large, we do not have classified 
research going on the campus. 

Q At the off campus center, which does have classified 
work, you must have certain employment policies with respect 
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to people there. I assume you don’t knowingly employ a person 
who is currently a member of the Communist Party? 

A Obviously not. 

Q That would be pretty clear, I think. Are the 
prospective employees or personnel on that project asked if 
thejr have ever beennemhers of the Communist Party? 

A I am not sure I can answer that. I don’t know what 
questions the personnel officer asks. No one is employed on 
that project, however, until we have received from the Army 
a clearance saying that this man is cleared for confidential 
work. This is a project under the sponsorship largely of the 
Army Ordnance Corps. There is a local ordnance office in 
Pasadena. All prospective employees are referred to them for 
screening and clearance. I am sure that they would not clear 
anybody who was a member of the Communist Party. 

Q Currently. 

A Yes. 

Q Would they clear anybody who had been a member of the 
Communist Party? 

A We had one case i few years ago where they did clear 
a person who had been a member of the Communist Party. When 
they found it hut, however, they withdrew his clearance. 

Q Would you make a distinction between the type of 
clearance needed for someone who is going to join the faculty 
on the campus where there is not classified information and 
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someone who would join the other project where Here is 
classified? 

A Yes. 

Q You would apply a more rigid test on the off campus 
center? 

A Yes. Further, on the off campus center, we say as 
a university we are not competent to judge the security risk 
of prospective employees. We therefore refer these questions 
to the Army. 

Q So, as president you don't take responsibility 
securitywise for the people employed on that project? 

A That is right. We naturally are careful in our 
employment policies to not get paospective employees referred 
to the Army that are obvious security risks even to us. We 
would not employ anyone until we were sure first he was an 
honest man, second he was an able scientist or engineer, and 
third, that his former employees and associates felt that he 
was a g;ood man to work in such a group. We would give this 
kind of general screening af ability and integrity first. But 
we would not attempt an FBI investigation. 

0 I understand. You get applications for employment 
;ht that center, and if you think the individual is a good 
prospect for employment, you ask the Army to clear him. 

A That is right. 

Q If you knew that a man was a member of the Chmmunist 
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Party, would you even sene" his name over? 

A I would not consider it at all. 

Q If you knew he had been a member of the Communist 

Party, would you send his name over? 

A If he was an applicant for a job at the 
classified research laboratory, that is a little difficult, 
because it would depend a little on the circumstances as to 
what the man had done in the meantime. Whether he tod told us 
honestly he had been a member and had resigned, or .whether he 
had h?Mden it and we had found it out in some other way. 

Q In the latter case, there would not be mush question? 

A Yes. 

Q But you are not sure about in a case — 

A If a man came to us and said, "I was a member of 

the Communist Party 20 years ago, I resigned for the following 
reasons”, we would probably say. "Well, everything else being 
acceptable, we will not put you at work, but we will put your 
name in for clearance, and we will see what the Army thinks of 
your connection." 

Q In testifying about associations earlier today, you 
indicated an understanding that in a particular cas§ the 
associations ceased. I believe at least that was true. 

Let use say that this Board has reached no conclusion, 
and I want to make clear that I am trying to establish your 
philosophy, and not to ask you to pass judgment on any set of 
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facts. 

Suppose some of these associations continued, would 
that change the answers you gave? 

A If they had continued in an active way, and if the 
associations, the individuals involved had continued themselves 
an active association with the Communist Party, I would think 
this was a proper matter to be further investigated. 

Q So in that case associations would be very relevant? 

A That is correct. If they were continuing, and if 
the individuals involved were continuing their association with 
the Party. 

Q I have Just one final question which relates to your 
discussion of the atmosphere and times in the late Thirties and 
early Forties when people were concerned with what was happening 
in Germany and Spain. You indicated that at least part of this 
deep concern was a reaction to dictatorship and therefore 
some people turned to the Communist Party in reaction to 
revulsion against dictatorship. Wasn't it pretty well under¬ 
stood in this country at that time that the Soviet Onion was 
a dictatorship? 

A It is a rather curious situation that the most active 
verbally opposition to Hitler at that time came from members 
of the Communist Party. It is now obvious to all of us that 
this was a piece of hypocracy, since their own regime was a 
dictatorship all the time. I think, however, in the early 
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1930's it was not so clear as it now that the Communist Party 
in the United States was really a part of the Soviet Government 
apparatus, nor was it so clear that the type of dictatorship 
was the same I think these who thought that were wrong and 
mistaken, but it was nevertheless true. Wasn't it half a million 
people voted for the Communist candidate for President in the 
Thirties, apparently under the illusion that the Communist 
Party had a solution to the depression problems, or something 
and we were not aware of the nature of the world conspiracy which 
was developing at that time. But it is certainly true that I 
believe many people joined the Communist Party, or became 
associated with those who were members because the members 
did express an active opposition to Hitlerism, to Nasism, to 
Fascism generally and a support of the Spanish Loyalists. 

O I don't pose as an expert. You asked me a quest ion. 

I think you will not find that we ever had a time in the 
political history of this country where a half million people 
voted for the Communist } arty candidate. I believe that 
you would find that in the depression years, to use the words 
of the Democratic candidate last year, almost a million 
people voted against capitalism. Again just to make sure I 
don't accept that statement of the situation, the vast majority 
of those were votes for Herman Thomas, the Socialist candidate, 
and I am guessing — I don’t know whether I am sworn here — 

I am guessing that very considerably less than half a million 
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every voted for the Communist Party. I think we are engaged in 
an excursion. 

A Yes, I think so. I hope my figures there will not 
be taken seriously. But there was a substantial vote for 
the Communist Party. 

Yes, certainly more than would be true today, I think. 

A Yes. 

MR. GRAY: Dr. Evans, do you have any questions. 

DR. EVANS: Dr. DuBridge, let us go back again to 
that Chevalier incident. You remember about it. I want to ask 
you this question. Was it Dr. Cppenheimer’s job to decide 
whether the security of his country was involved, rather than 
to report the incident? 

THE WITNESS: "Would you repeat that? 

DR. EVANS: Yes. Was it Dr. Oppenheimer's job to 
decide for himself whether the security of the country was 
involved rather than report th incident immediately? 

THE WITNESS: l think possibly Dr. Oppehheimer 
was mistaken in his judgment at that time. I am sure it is 
a mistake htf will not repeat. 

DR. EVANS: You would not have done it the way Dr. 
Oppenheimer did? 

THE WITNESS: Miaowing what I do now, today, I would 
not. What I would have done in 1940, I cannot say. 


DR. EVANS: That is all. 
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MR. GRAY: Mr. Garrison. 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. GARRISON*. 

o I have just one question to clear up what my or may 
not he a misunderstanding. 

When you were being asked about the luncheon, I 
think £.t Mr. Burden’s in Washington, and the discussion with 
Mr. Griggs, and so on, I think the question was put to you 
whether you said anything at that lunchedn to the effect that 
you regarded the development of continental defense and of atomic 
weapons, fission weapons, as more important at that time than 
the H bomb. I wanted to ask you whether you &eant to convey to 
the Boaxd — if you did, you should say so — that you had 
in mine at that time or indeed at any time that there should 
be any lessening of the effort to produce the H bomb, or 
any lessening of cooperation with the letter and spirit of 
President Truman’s "go-ahead". 

A It was not my understanding then or now that President 
Truman's decision meant that no other military program should 
go forward other than the H bomb program, or that even that 
the E bomb program would have overriding priority over all 
others. It seems to me then that of more immediate concern 
to the strength of the country was the continued development 
of our fission stockpile and the methods for delivering it, 
pi as the continued development of a method cf defending this 
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country against a fission bomb attack which then was as now 
certainly possible on the part of the Russians. It was not our 
thought that giving attention and effort to the fission 
program or especially to the continental defense program 
need in any way detract from the essential part of the effort 
on the E bomb program. 

I think what we were trying to get across at that 
time there were many people, it seemed to us, who were of the 
opinion that the only thing that could save this country was 
to get an H bomb right now, and that all other things would 
sink into insignificance by comparison. I felt that was not a 
fair evaluation cf this country’s military situation. That it 
was important that the fission program go ahead and the 
continental defense go ahead. The continental defense is 
now going ahead on a large scale, and it is recognized that it 
is an important enterprise, and indeed its importance has 
increased by virtue of the H bomb effort on the part of the 
enemy. 

In other words, we were trying to get a proper 
balance in the military program of the United States, and 
arguing for a proper balance. 

Q You said H bomb development on the part of the 
enemy. You don't know personally that they are working on 
the H bomb now? 

A I meant the H bomb because it is my understanding 
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that the Atomic Energy Commission has detected evidence of a 
thermonuclear explosion in Russia. 

DR. EVANS: Thank you. 

BY MR. GARRISON: 

Q Is it unclassified to say when? 

MR. BECKERLEY: It was announced. 

THE WIUJESS: It was announced. 

MR. GARRISON: When was it announced? 

MR. BECKERLEY: August 1953. 

THE WITNESS: That is, of course, the time 
this was being discussed. Tfhat I was referring to was also 
after. I was saying that the continental defense now that 
is going ahead was even more important because of the thermo¬ 
nuclear explosion by Russia in 1953. 

BY MR. GARRISON: 

Q I think when I was asking you about your opinions 
regarding Dr. Oppenheimer’s loyalty, when I put to you a very 
long question about the Chevalier incident, I also asked you to 
assume that all the derogatory information in the December 23 
letter of the Commission was true, leaving aside the items 
about the H bomb, and you answered the question leaving 
aside the items about the II. bomb. 

I just wanted to make sure — and I think it 
is probably sure by now, but perhaps not — that with respect 
tc the items of information about the H bomb in the Commission's 
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letter, do you have any opinon with regard to those particular 
items? 

A Yes. In the first place, I think — 

Q Let me refer to it a little more explicitly. What 
I have reference to are the suggestions that Dr. Oppenheimer — 

A May I refer to a copy of that letter? 

MR. RGBB: Surely. 

BY MR. GARRISON: 

Q He caused to be distributed and so forth, copiesof 
the report, that he discouraged people from working on the 
project, and that he delayed the production of the work on the 
bomb. I am paraphrasing it. You have the exact language there. 

A In the fasst part of this paragraph, which is on page 
6 of the original letter, the paragraph starting, M It was 
reported that in 1945, you escpressed the view" and so on, 
certain statements are made about Dr. Qppenheimer's opinion 
on the feasibility and desirability of an H bomb program. 

Q What I have reference to are the reports at the top 
of page 7. 

A I would 111® to make a report about the first part. 

Fisst, it seems to me that those statements about 
feis opiniosns, even in so far as they are true, could perfectly 
possibly and indeed I believe were the opinions of a perfectly 
loyal American seeking to increase and not decrease the 


military establishment of his country. 
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"Further reported that even after it was determined 
as a matter of national policy to proceed with the development 
of a hydrogen bomb, you continued to oppose the project and 
not cooperate fully in the project.” 

To the best of my knowledge that statement was false. 
"It was reported that you departed from your proper role in 
the distribution of the reports of the General Advisory 
Committee for the purpose of trying to turn such top personnel 
against the development of the hydrogen bomb.” To the 
best of my knowledge that is false. 

I think it is quite probable that copies ctf GAC 
reports did reach the top people of Los Alamos as all our 
reports did by normal channels, but that the Chairman of the 
Committee departed from his proper role or did this with the 
purpose of trying to tarn personnel against the hydrogen bomb 
is in my opinion false. 

"It was further reported that you were instrumental 
in persuading other outstanding scientists not to work on the 
hydrogen project, and your opposition to the hydrogen bomb 
of which you are the most experienced and most powerful has 
definitely slowed down its development”, that is also false. 
Quite the contrary, I believe Dr. Oppenheimerte efforts and the 
efforts of the GAC were intended solely to improve the 
position of this country, with no other objective, purpose or 


result. 
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MR. GARRISON: That is all. 

RECROSS EXAMINATION 
BY MR. ROSB: 

Q Just to have the record clear, what you have done 
is to g’ive your opinions without knowing definitely the facts? 
A I said to the best of my knowledge in each case. 

MR. ROBB: Thank you. 

MR. GRAY: Thank you very much, Dr. DuBridge. 

(Witness excused.) 

MR. GRAY: We are in recess until 9:30 tomorrow 

morning;. 

(Thereupon at 6:10 p.m. , a recess was taken until 
Friday, April 23, 1954, at 9:30 a.m.) 



